DOCUMSNT RESUlte 



258 515 



HE 018 473 



TI^LE 




INST I 

PUB DATE 
NOTE 

.AVAILABL 

J?UB TYPE 

EDRS PRIC^* 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 
ABSTRACT ) 



Methods £or Calctklating Salary and Fringe Benefit 
Cotst Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-95. A Revision of 
the Commission's 1977 Methodology for Preparing Its 
Annual Reports on Faculty and Administrative Salaries 
and Fringe' Benefit Costs. ' 

California State Postsecondary .Education Commission, 
Sacramento » i 

85 * /- 

55p. * 

California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1020 
Twelf th^Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. 
Reports - Descriptive (141) 



MF0i/PC03 Plus Postage. * 

Apnual Reports; *College Fafculty; *Comparative 
Analysis? E^?aluation Methods; *Fringe Benefits; 
Higher Education; "^State Colleges; Teacher Employment 
Benefits; ^Teacher Salaries ' ' 
♦California; *Peer Institution^^; Public Colleges ' 



M 4 



. ' A revised methodology lor calculating faculty salary 

^ . and fringe benefit cost comparisons for California p^Cblic higher 

education for 1955-1986 to 1994-1995 is discussed. The history of the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission's salary reports and 
- the work of its Tecliuical Advisory Committee is also traced. The 
following aspects ^f the revised mfethodology are described: nxxmber 
and timing of 'reports; principle of parity* comparison institutions; 
faculty to be included and excluded; computation of comparison 
' institution average salai-ies and fringe benefit costs; S^year 
compound rate of ".salary and fringe benefit cost growth; all-ranks 
average salaries and fringe benefit costs; administrative, medical, 
^^~^nd" community college, salaries; supplementary ipformation; and 

criteria for selection of comparison institutions. Attention is also 
directed to the ways that each of these aspects are similar/different 
for the 1977 methodology and the' revised methodology. Also considered 
are the following unresolved issues: University of California 
comparison institutions, the 5-year vcompound rate of change, 
adjustments lor turnover and promotr^s and for law faculty, 
adm'inistrative salaries, fringe be'nefrts, and supplementary 
information. (SW) ^ > 



* Reproductions supplied by^ EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* * from thje original doqument. * 



V /* ' 

ERIC 



^^^^ 



ItfM 





id 

ERIC 



us 0«*»A«T^f WT Of CDUCAnoW 



M A ; t M , A ; M A \ t u f ^ J ^ ' A ,\ ' ^ , : H > 



'■Wt-> 'Mvt' HtH^t 'IMfU' I,. .fMpr.ivH 



^ ion 



^1 J^*-*^ 



METHODS:FOT€^ 
AND FRINGE BBsie^ CX)S 




1985-86 TO 1994- 95 



... ^ 




CALIFORNIA POSTSECOND AR Y 
EDUCATON CDMMiSSlON . 



:2 



Tke California Pastsecondary Education Commission was 
created by tke LfgislcUure -and tke Governor in 1974 as the 
successor to the CaUp^mia Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education in or^r to coordinate and plan for education in 
California beyond high school. As a state jagency, the 
CohtMission is responsible for a^uring that the ^tate*s 
resources for pastsecondary education are utilized effectively 
and effidiently; for promoting diversity, innovation,, and 
responsiveness £t> |^ needs of students and society: and for 
advising the Legislature and tke Governor on statewide 
educcLtional policy and funding. 

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine represent the 
general public, with three eacb appointed by the Speaker of the 
Assembly, tke Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor The 
other six represent the major educatioftal systems of the State. 



The Commission holds regular public meetings throughout the 
year at which it takes actions on staff studies and adopts 
positions on legislative proposals affgcting pastsecondary 
educcUion. Further information about tke Commission, its 
meetings, its staff, and its othe r publications, may obtained 
from the Commission offices at f020 Twelfth Street, 
Sacramento, California 9S814; telephone (916) 
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INTRODUCTION 



For tlie psst 20 y«srs, thet Coordizuitiag Council for Higher Education and 
siibsequently the California Fosttdcondary Education CoaMiasioxi have subaiitted 
aonttiX reports to .tl&e Goveragr and tlic legislature cone^'ming faculty salaries 
and fringe benefit costs at tl» University of Cslif onda «&d the *talif omia 
State University. Since 1977^» the Coaaission has^^ed t^ sethodology 
described in Appendix A as the J»asia for these xieports . 

Questions about that aethodology arose, however, froa the very~y^rXof its 
iBpleawntation and h«ve grWa over the years ^inc6 then. As a relmft, thfi 
Co^aissioh asked the University, the State |Jni vers ity, the Legislative 
Analyst, and the State Oepartaent of Finance to appoint representatives to a 
Technical Advisory Coaaittee to reviei; t!u>se procedures and agree on changes 
in thea. These representatives were: * 

St^te'Dcpartaent of Finshce " « 

Robert L. Harris, Prograa Budget Hanager 
Carl Rogers , Principal Prograa Budgftt Analyst 
Stanley L. Lena, Principal Prograa Budget Axislyst 
Judy Day, Staff Services ^itSager 

Office oV the LeiEislative- Anslyat 

Harold £. GeiogCus, Principal Program Analyst ^ 

Stuart Ifarshall, Prograa Analyst ^ 

Sue Burr, Prograa Analyst 

University of California ' , ' * 

Leon Ifayfaew, Actiiig Assistant Vice President 
Olive Condren, Director of Educational Relations 
Jo Ann Rolley, Principal Adainistrative Analyst 

The California State University 

Caesar Naplei, Vice Chancellor, Faculty, and Staff Relations 
John H. Soart, Deputy Provost 

Villiaa Lahey, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Faculty and Staff Relations 
Thierry Koenig, Personnel Analyst,, Faculty aiad Staff Relations 



This docuiaent results froa their assistance and cooperation,- and the CoiBSiis** 
sion wishes to thank thea for their efforts on its behalf. 

Chapter One of the docuaent traces .the history of the Coaaisslon'S ialary ■ 
reports and describes the work of the TecKkical Advisory Coinsittee. 

Chapter Two then outlines the new nethods, which the Coflaaxttee has agreed to 
follow through 1994-95. . ' 



Chapter Three discusses ,how these aei^ methods relste to ^ndo differ £roa 
those adopted' in 1977. 

Chapter Four identifies six unresolved issues to be considered by the 
Coattitrtee at a l«ter date. Once these issues are resolved, the Consission 
vill publish « second edition of this report, sunuirizing all the nethods 
that it will use in its salary reports over the next decade. 
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ONE 

■ ORIGINS OF THE REVISED METHODS 



The ifl^tus for the aamud reports of the Calif oroia Postsecondary Education 
CosHiiaaiott ott faculty salaries and the costs' of fringe benefits steai^d £T<m 
House Resolution 250 (1964 First Eactraordixury Session), whick requested t^ 

Legislativv Analyst: 

a. ■ - . ■ ' . • ' , 

to study the subject of salaries and the general ej:on(»ic welf&re, 
including fringe benefits, of ^faculty, sixers of the California 
institutions of higher education, and ways and a^a^s of ifiprovingr 
such salaries and benefits in.ordfr that such California institu- 
^ tioas of hi|^r education pay be able to coa^te for «he talent 
necessary to pi;ovide the highest quality of education. .. . 

Purftuant to tlut resolution, the Analyst reccmended that the process of 
reporting fsciilty cofipcnsstion dsta be forsslized, snd in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution Si (1965 General Session), the Legislature required the Coordinat- 
ing 

Council on Higher Education the predecessor of the Remission to 
"sulHsit annually to the Governor and the Legislature not later than December 
1 a factaty salary and iral^are benefits report** that contained tb« basic 
infonsation recovMnded in the Xegislative Analyst* s report. (These resolu;- 
tioas and the Legislative Analyst*^ report are reprodifced in Appendix B« J ^ 



CHANGES IN METHODOLOGY AND COMPARISON 
INSTITUTIONS THROUGH 1377 



As <)f the 1966-67 budget cycle, the University of California used five 
iastitu^ons — Coluabia, Harvard, Princeton, the tiaiversity of Michigan, 
and Yale — to cos^are itself aga^inst for salary purposes and thiese /five 
were used again for 1966-67. Although the' then California State Colleges < 
had no list foraally recognized by the Coordinating Council, the State 
Personnel Board and they had used a nuaber of iiistitutions since at least 
1955 to establish salary parity. For the saae year, a formal list of insti- 
tutions for.^-the State Colleges was established for the first time, and it 
included ten cas^uses^T''^ ♦ . 



Bowling Green^ State University 
Brooklyn College 
Carleton College 
Colorado State UnivcTrsity 
Occidental College 



Pomona College 
Purdue University 
Rutgers State University 
Southern Illinois University 
Wesleyan University 



Over the next several years, suiny objections to these lists were expressed, 
and those objections resulted in frequent changes, as i^pendix C indicates. 
In 1967-68, the University's list was exp^ded to include Cornell, the 



University of IllijioiSi and the University of Wisconsin*Madisoa; an'd the 
next year, Princeton and Coluoibia were dropped in favor of Stanford and the 
St4Lte University of New York at Bxi^falo. That list was saintainisd for two - 
years a|id then changed again for 1970-71 and 1971-72 to add. all of the 
universities in th6 ^ig Ten" as well as a few others. In 1972--73, it^wat 
changed back to the 19^«'69 list, and has reawined unchanged since. 

The State University list has undergone far aore frequent changes, pri|ici|M^Xly' 
l^canse .of the difficulty of findii^ any group of institutions wh^ch sutched 
the Biission and f miction of/that segsi^t^ Nevertheless, whil6 the list Vas 
changed aliMSt annually heiween 1966*"67 and 1973-74, the final change has 
lined in effect up to the preset and contains the following list of 20: / 

^ ^racuse University ' ^ 

l^versity of Colorado at Boulder 
University of Hawaii^, 
University t>f Jfev4fda^Reno ' 
University of Oregon \; 
University of Southern California 
Unii^rsity of Wiiconsin-Milwiaukee 
Virginia Polytechoirc Institute 

and State University » 
Wayne State University ^ 
'Westeipi liyich^g^ University 



Bowling Green State University 

Illinois State University ^ 

Indiana State University 
^ lo99M State Ihiivecvity ^ 

!fiaaii Universitiyi^hio) . 

Northern XllinoiiTuniversity 

Portland si^a University 

Southern Ixlinois Us^lversity 
. "State University of New York 
at Alhany ^ 

State University of Hew York 
College a^ Buffalo 

?or all the years between 196S and 1977, there was a considerable^ aaount of 
experimentation with both the methodology used to coeipute salary parity 
percentages and the criteria for the s^lpction of cooparison institutions. 
Sove changes dealt with the method of treating fringe benefits, others with 
adjustiaents designed to account for rapid changes in t|ie. rate of inflation j 
still others with the concept of '*Tetal Cc^ensation.^ 



REACTION TO THE 1977 REVISION 



On June 13 » 1977 » the Coamission adopted the^ methodology reproduced in 
Appendix A which has ranained in force for the past eight years. The 1977 
doctuaent/ however t did not end the debate over the contents of the salary 
report, since a co^lete consensus was not achieved a&cng all ii^terested 
parties (the University, the State University , the Departi&ent of Finance , 
the Legislative Analyst, and the Ccmsission) « No sooner had the 1977 document 
been adopted than ^ the State University announced that it would no longer 
recognize the cooiparison approach in its annual salary requests to the 
Governor and the Legislature ^ but would adopt an analytical procedure b£ised 
on changes in the cost of living and the previous erosion in faculty "real 
incoaeJ^ In 1981, the University of California followed the saise approach, 
at least in part, by including real incosie losses as & aiajor consideration^ 
in its request fo^ a cost<-of-living adjustment. Both segments continued to 
subsit cofi^arison data to the Coooission throughout t^is .period (the State 
University, however, no longer supplied the supplementary data required by 
the methodology), but it clear that they regarded the cos^arisons as 
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MviAg little effective weight in their own efforts to increase faculty 
salaries . While the Cammx9*ioh included dati on dtonosic conditions during 
this j^riody., it continued to es^hasize t^ie coa^rison institution approach 
to salary setting. ^ 

'n:us salary reports Ixave also l^oa expanded sitice 1977^to include sections on 
■edical faculty salaries (since> 1928) , 9dsiaistra$.ive salaries (since l981>, 
and Co— imi ty College faculty salaries -(since 1979),. all >^cause of reco«* 
•endations'hy the legislative Analyst. Kone of these addif ions was reflected 
in th^ 1977 Methodology. . * V • / ' - 

' y * ' ' ' ■ 

Throughot^t the late 1970s and early 19808, thts State t^versity*s disf atisf ac- 
tion wi,^ tl^ir list of : coa^arison institution^ increased, and this led to a 
foraal request -byr that segnent- to reopen deliberations on the ne'thodology 
itself, particularly as it related to the coa^riscm gxt»sp. Accordingly, ^ 
the C n i jgi ssion agreed to reconv^e the Technical Advisory Coasd.ttee sent^ned 
in the^ratroduction. The first aeetii^ of>4|^s Coanittee was held %t the 
,Coflaission*s offices on Septeeber 13, 1984. Subsecpient Meetings were held 
on Hoi^enher 9, 19|4, and January 7^ and Jaimary 25, 1985. In addition to the 
■eobers lifted in the introduction, this Coaaittee included representatives 
of the CMsdssien staff; Villiam D. Whitenech, Consultant to th& Senate 
Education Coaaittee; ahd Dan Vail, Consultant to the Senate Pina&oe CMttittee. 
Several ^bther interested parties also attended som of thm aeetings , including 
Bill C^st, President of the California Facul^^y Association; Ikumis Fla|^t of 
Winner, Wagner, azid Associates (representing tlus University of California- 
faculty); and Pat Hill H^hbard of the Aaerican Electronic Association. 

The Coaaittee 's deli!»eratiOttS began %rith the State University's concern .over 
its group of coaparison institutions^ approxiaately half of Which we^ 
located in 'a uniquely depressed region of the country — thet upper aidwest *' 
where faculty salaries had been held below n4|tional levels., As wp'rk proceeded, 
several alternative, lists ~of institutions were exaained until agreeaent was 
> reached on the list of 2Q|pre|iented i^ this report. That agreeaent depended 
on data from the Aaer lean Association of tiniversity Professors, the Aaerican 
Council on £ducatiox^, the Hational Center for Education Statistics, and the 
National Association: of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, as well 
as the cooperation-^of the institutions proposed to b^ included on the list, 

The Advisory Coamittee^ however, did not consider only tlie State University* s 
concerns. The University of California suggested new data collection pro- 
cedures that i#ould enable* a single annual report to be published instead of 
the two presently cbo^iled and transaitted each year.^ The University argued 
that there was no i^eal need for an annual ssedical faculty salary report, and 
the CooHiittee agreed %o a biennial submission inatead. Finally, t^e Univer* 
sity raised a concern with its own list of comparison institutions | and that 

issue will be discussed at future i^etings of the Coaaittee in 1985. 

^ • » ' *> 

The Legislative Analyst raised questions about the Univcbrsity* s practice of 
granting eqi&al r^eight to each of its ccMparatorsM^and the use of the State 
University's staff itig pattern^::^© determine all-ranks averages. The Analyst 
also raised iffiport ant quesj^iona about the continued use of the five-year 
coiapoua:^ rate of cha^e in c^orparison iiistitution salaries ^ and that issue 
will also be considered later this year. 
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The Depmrtaent of Finance expressed its reservaticns over the existing 
methodology crf^«Jbe S«ptaiber i^eting, si^ its cohc^em for the State Unlver*- 
sity^s continuing dilmii oyer its cc»^srison group led to the crestioti of a 
Mire represetttativ* list p ^ 

« - - ■ , . * 

The flutjor issixes resolved by the Teclmicsl Mvi'soxy Coaaittee thus included 
(1) the auaber uxd timint of the CfNosissioa's selery reports; (2) the eriteris 
£or the selection «£ California State University coaipsrison institutions ; 
(3)' the list. of Califocnis State ISniversity c^qparison institutions; and (4) 
the appropriate use of staffing patterns in computing all-ranks^ averages for 
the California State tJniversity. 

Several other issues, however, have not yet been resolved to €he satisfaction 
'of all the principals «^ participated in the deliberations of the C<»Mittee, 
including the list of University of California cooparison institutionk , and 
the us^ of a five*}r«ar «oving average to project ra^-by-ranfc averitges intp 
the budget year, tfiese issues have been postponed for further discufsion 
over the nesct. six to ten aranths, as Chapter Four below notes. Bec^xse 
faculty salaries involve hundreds of Billions of dollars in annual State 
expenditures, and because the quality of any academic institution is usually 
a funct^n of the quality^ of its faculty, it is not surprising that the 
principals have strong opinions on these snbiects. Nonetheless, the Ctaaods* 
sion believes that, based on the cooperation deaonstrated thus far by the 
■eabers of the C&iittee, these issues will be resolved to the satisfaction 
^of all the principals and perait the saae long-tera inpleaentatlon as the 
aethods agreed osC^thus far and outlined in the next chapter. 



TWO / . 
THE REVISED METHODOLOGY 



The folloiring procedures will he m^lGymd hy the CtXifomie Foetsecondery 
£<iu^tion CoMission to develop its' saimsl report oa fecal ty salaries sad 
frloge benefit costs in Cslifoznis public higher educstion for the ten-yesr 
pei^ipd of 1985-86 to 1|94*95, unless noted other«is4B. 



1. NUMBER. AND TDGNG OF REPORTS 



report will be prepared by the CoMdtsioa each year. 'Hxat rqport will 
contain current*yssr dsts Iheoa both the University of California's and the 
California $tate 'Uitiversit^'s coti^arison institutions, such data to> be 
subaitted by the seflwtnts to t^ Coenission,^ the Bepartaent of Fiufuce, and 
the legislative Analyst not later than Koveaher IS each year. The CoMKission*a 
report will be subnitte^ to the Itepartaent of Finance and the Joint legisla- 
tive Budget CoMiittce not later than January 1. 

2. P^^INCIPLE OF PARITY ^ 



The report will indicate needed percentage increasea (or decreases) for the 
forthcoaing fiscal year in salaries and /fringe benefit costs for University 
of California and California State IJhiversity faculty to achieve and aaintain 
parity with, coaiparisou institution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate 
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State TIniversity <^y) instructor. 
Parity is def ii&d as .the aean of all salaries paid by the coa^arison institutions 
as' a whole at ifach rank. A separate list of co^^arlson institutions will be 
used by each of the four-year California segaents of higher educat:^n. The 
report will separate calculations and displays of data related to percentage 
increases required for salary parity froa those related to fringe benefit 
cost parity. ' 

' ■ / 

3. CO>IPARISON INSTITUTIONS 



.University of California 

Conpsrison institutions for the University of California with independent 
institutions asterisked, will be the following: 



Cornell University* University of Illinois Urbsns Caapu« 

Hsrvsrd 'University* University of Hichigsn - Aijn Arbor# 

Stanford University* \. University of Wisconsin - Madison 

State University of Hev Yoris ^ Yale University* / ' ^ . 
at Biif falo • , ' ' 

N. V • ' • V • ; 

The University's list of caiiparison inktitutions real»iidr4n open itea before 
the Technical Advisory CwlMittee during 1985 and say be recoBiaended for 
change for 1996-87 and stsbsequent budget years . 



California State University 



CoMparis^n institutions for the California State University, with indepesfdent 
institutions asterisked, will be the following for the years 19$5-86 through 
1994-95: ^ / v 



Northeast 
University of Bridgeport* 
Boston University* 

Rutgers the State University .of Hew . 

Jersey O^ewark Casipus) 
State University of New York at Albany 
Bucknell University* 



North Central 
QePaul University*'. 
Vllsynef State University 
^Hankato State Uitiversity ^ 
Cleveland State University 
University o^ Vis cons in-4filwaukee 



South • 

University of tfisBi (Florida)* 
Georgia $tate Univeriity 
North 4:arolina State University 
Vijrginia Polytechnic Institute 
and State University 



West • . 

Arizona State University 
University of Southern California^ 
tjniverslty of Colorado at Denver 
Lewis and Clark College* , 
University of Nevada^Ba^ ^ 
Miversity of -Texas at Arlington 



4. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED 



University of CaUfomla 

.Faculty to be included in {he coajiarisons are those at <he ranks of professor, 
associate professor, and assistant .professor (the University does not use 
the rax^k of instructor) eso^loyed on nine- and eleven-oonth (prorated) appoint- 
ments, with the exception of faculty in law, the health sciences, sunoer 
sessions, extension prograas, and laboratory' schools , to the extent that 
these faculty.' are covered by salary scales or Schedules other than those of 
the regular^aaplty. Faculty on the special salary schedules for engineering, 
computer sc£<sflce, and btisiness adoinistration will be included with the 
regular faculty. ' 

Faculty aeabers to be included are those assigned to instruction (regardless 
of their assignnents for research and other University purposes), department 
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thairaen (if not on an adBinistrative salary schedule), and faculty on 
^salaried aablMtical' ^eave . 

■ • - ^ , - - ■ ; 

The nuaber of Hoivejtsi.ty faculty will be rejpoirted on a full^tiae-equivalent 

' baais. 



Faculty to be incltsded in the coqpari^oas ase those with fuH-tiae af^oint- 
nents at th« ranka of pr^fftf sor^ aasociate professor, assistant prof eisor, 
y and . instructor-; 'es^l^yed on siiU'^ axxd eleven-aonth (prorated) a^ointaents, 
d^rtaent chaita^:^ and faculty on salaried sabbatical or special le^ve. 
Faculty teaching seaiinar sessions or^ eictensioo. will be excluded. 



r 



Funds appropriated for **outst4uid%8 professor- awards" will be included in 
the State I|niversity'« average\salar£es/ >^ ^ 

The nui^r of Statl T|aiversi.ty. an4 coi^arison institution faculty will be 
reported on a haad^ouat basis. • 

5. C014PUTAtlON OF C€»!PimiSON mSTITUTiC^ ^# 
AVERAGE SALARIES AND FRUfGE BENEFIT COSTS • ' 

As indicated below, the tJnil^rsity and the S^te TIniversity use different 
aethods to coiq^ute average saljpriea in their respective groups of coaparison 
institutions. The Coaaission 'wi|.l provide a detailed explanation for thes^ 
differences in its annual reports , 

University of California \ . / 

For ^ the University's coaparison gro^, the average salary at' each rank will, 
be obtained ^or each coapai^ison insHbation. -The average salary at each 
rank for the coaparison group as a whol^h^^U^hen be calculated by adding . 
the average salaries at the eight coaparisbn^&stitutions and dividing by 
eight. The sasMs procedttrft will be itsed to coc^ute the cost of fringe benefits. 
(The use of equal weights for University of CalifQnU.a coaparison institu- . 
tions is an unresolved issue to be discussed by the Technical Advisory 
Coaaittee durixig 198$.) ' « ; 

^California State University 

For the State University's conparisoir-greijp, the total actxial salary dollars 
paid at each rank for the group as a whole will be divided by the nuaber of 
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to derive thSe average salary 
for each rank. Average . costs of fringe benefits will be coaput^d in the 
saae aanner. 
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6. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY 
AND FRINGE BENEFIT COST GROWTH 

In order tV eompuHi tte estiaated s«lpries and benefit costa to be paid by 
tbe cooiparison institutions in the budget year, • five-year coapound rate of 
chaa4Ke in salaries and the cost of fringe benefits will be conputed using 
actual salary and benefit data for the current 'year and the fifth preceding 

year. . _ : . • ■. , ■ / * • , 

Each segment will compute the average salary and fringe beiuf it cost to the 
•e^loyer by rank f dr. their respective coi^arison groins as specified in 
Section 5 above. Each will then -calculate the annual coapound rate of 
growth at «ach rank between the ctxrrent year and the year five years previous 
to the current year. These rates of change will then be used to project 
average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that rank forward one year 
to the budget year. 

(The use of a five-year coapound average is one of the unresolved issues to 
be discussed by the Technical Advisory Coasittee during 1985. The Legisla- 
tive Analyst has suggested that a shorter period of between two and four 
years be \ised or that the aore recent years be accorded a ^greater ^i^t 
than the earlier years. Consequently, the five-year coo^ounded average will 
apply only to thm 1985-86 budget cycle.) 



7. .AIX-RANKS AVERAGE SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS 

■ _ i . . . ■ 

.All-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs will be calculated for 
each segaent and for each .respective coa|»arison gro)^ in both the current 
and budget years; by using the following procedures. 

University of California . 

For the University, both its and the coaparison institutions' rank averages 
will be weighted by the University's projected staffing pfttem for the 
budget year. The all-ranks averages produced thereby will be coapared and 
percentage differentials coi^uted for both the current and budget years. 
The percentage differential between the University's current year all-ranks 
average and the co«^>arison group's projected budget year all-ranks average 
will constitute the percentage aaount by wiich University salaries will have 
to be increased (or decreased) to achieve parity with the comparispn group 
in the budget year. The sane proc^ures will be followed with respect to ^ 
the cost of fringe benefits. ^ 

California State University 

For the State University, both its and the cMBparison group's current year 
staffing patterns will be eaployed. The rank-by- rank averages will be 
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separately weighted by the respective staffing patterns for both the current 
and budget years so that tvo sets of all-ranks averages will be derived. 
The two all-a||^ averages jEor the State University in the oirrent.'year (the 
first weighted by the State llniversity staffing pattern and the second by 
the coo^risAg^l^** staffin|k pattern) will be added together and divided 
by two to pr^ce 'the aean. s£|.arly, the current- and budget-year averages 
for the comparison institutions will bis added and divided by two to produce 
■ean all^rasks averages for both the current and budget years. The aiesn 
State iAsiversity current-year all-ranies average trill then be coopared to the 
aean current** end budget-year coaqparison-institution all-ranks averages to 
produce both a current- and budget-year parity percentage. The percenta|(e 
differential between the State University's current-year all-ranks average 
and the coaiparison group's projeieted budget-year all-ranks average will 
constitute the "Gross Percentage Aaount" by which State tlhiversity salaries 
will need to be increased or decreased to achieve parity with the coo^rison 
groi^ in the budget year. 

The "Gross Percentage iUiQi^t" w^ll be reduced by two adjuatswnts: 

• First, two-tenths of one percent (0.|^ercent) will be deducted to accoxxnt 
for the effect of turnover ax^ promotions in th^ budget year, 

• Second, an additional eight-tenths o£ one percent (0.8 percent) will be 
deducted to account for the effect o£ higher pai^. law-school faculty in 
ten of the State University's C(»Bparison institutions, v^v . 

(These several adiustaents are' estiimtes to be us4§d only for, the 1985-86 
budget year. During 1985, a survey will be conducted by the State University 
to detexaine the accuracy .of these a4j us taents for future years. C<HBBission 
staff will review the State University* s findings in both of these areas . ) 

The foraats for these calculations are shown in Displays 1 and 2 on the 
follotwing tvo pages. 



8. ADBONISTRATIVE, MEDICAL, AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE SALAIUES 
Administrative Salaries ' " . ■ ' 

In its annual faculty salary report, the Con&ission will include data on the 
salaries paid to adeiuistrators at the University, the State University, and 
their respective ccM^arispn institutions . The State University will use the 
sam^ group of d'oiaparison institutions as. for its faculty survey. For 1985-66 
only, the University of California will use the saae list «f co^arison 
institutions and adainistrative position descriptions fs wiere used for the 
1983-84 budget cycle. Both the coaparison group and tl^, positions to be 
surveyed for future years reaain unresolved at this tiae ^d will be consid- 
ered by the Advisory Coiaoittee during 1985. 
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Oniversit^ of Califoraia Actual and Projected 
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Medical Faculty Salaries 

The C<aais»ion vtll ittclude data oa coo^arative salaries snd coopeiisatioa 
plaas for the iQaiveirsity of California and a select group of coaparison 
las ti tut ions on a biennial basis coanencing with the 1985-86 acadeaic year. 
Coaparison ixwtitutions to be surinsyed will be Stanford University, tiie 
University of Chicago, the Iftiiversity of Illinois, the University of Hicbigaa,; 
the University of Horth Carolina, the University of Texas at Houston, the 
University of Wisconsin., a^ Yale University; Disciplines to be surveyed 
will tM» internal sMdlcine, pediatries, and surgery, which, taken together, 
will be considered representative of the tedical profession as a i^ole. 

CommunSty C^ollege Faculty Salaries 

In its anmial report on faculty salaries, the Cooai^sion shall include such 
coaae&ts as it considers appropriate to satisfy the recoaaendation of the 
legislative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the Budget Bill , 1979-80 . 
Coaaents shall be directed to, but need not be liaited by, the contents of 
the Annuel Report on 8taffin£ and Salaries of the Coaaunity Colleges* Chan- 
cellor's Office. , 



9. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

St^plesentary .inforaation reaains an unresolved issue. The categories of 
data to be supplied by the segB»nts and the years to be included in historical 
series will be discussed by the Technical Advisory Cniaittee in 1985 . " 

« * 

10. CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS 

I ♦ 

University of CaUfonUa 

The f ollowiag four criteria will be iued to select c(»parisoxi institutions 
for the University: 

Each institution should be an ^inent major university offering a broad 
spectnuB of undergratluate^ graduate (Master's and Ph^O.)* and. prof essional 
instruction* arid with a faculty responsible for research as well as 
teaching. v ^ 

2. Each institution should be one with which the University is in significant 
and continuing coc^etition in the recruitiMnt and retention of faculty. 

3* Each institution should be on^ froai which it is possible: to collect 
salary and benefit cost data on a timely» voluntary, and regular basis. 
(Not all institutions are willing to provide their salary and benefit 
cost data, especially ia the detail required for c€«aparison purposes.) 

■ 22 
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4. The comparison group should be . composed of both public and private 
institutions. . , 

t " • . 

In selecting these instibitions , stab4,lity over ti«e the coisposition of 
the c(M9«risoa grot^ is iaporUiQt to enable the develo^^Mnt of faculty 
salary market perspective, tiae-»eries annlysis,-. and the contacts necessary 
for gathering reqt^red data. 

California State Uziiversity 

The following five criteria will be uaed to select coaparison liiistitutions 
for the Calif omia State IJaiversity. 

l\ General Coaparability of Institutions : Cooparison institutions should 
i^eflect the sission, functions, ^irposes, objectives, and institutional 
diversity of the CaIifomi4i State University systes. Faculty expectations 
at the coiKparison institutions, in teraa of pay, benefits, Vorkload, and 
professional responsibilities, should be relati^Iy sisiilar to those 
prevailing at the California State University. To those ends,. State 
University co^parismt- institutions should include those that offer a . 
wide variety of prograias at both the undergraduate and , graduate levels 
but that grant very few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically,^ the 20 
institutions that awarded the largest nuaiber of doctoral degrees during 
the : ten-year period between 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded. The 
list should include both Isrge and aaall, and urban and rural institutions 
frofll each of the four aajor regions of the country Q^ortheast, North 
Central, South, and West). Approziaiately one-fourth to one-third of the 
institutions on the list should be private or ix»iep8ndent colleges .and 
universities, and none of these instijE^utions should be staffed predooi- 
xuntly with religious faculty. . 

2. Econoaic Coaparability of Institutional Location; The cocapfrison grot^, 
taken as a whole, should reflect a g^ieral coaparability in livinig costs 
and econoaic welfare to conditions pi^vailing in California. Consequently, 
institutions located in very high cott areas, such as New York City, or 
in severely econoaulcally depressed - areas , such as portions of the deep 
South, should not be included on the list. In order to ensure a contin- 

. uing econoaic ct^sparability between California and those regions in 
which ccMparison institutions are located, 1^ Coaasission will periodi- 
cally review such econoaic indicators as it considers appropriate and 
include the results of its surveys in its annual report on faculty . 
salaries and frin||^ benefit costs. 

3. Availability of Data ; Each institution should be one from «^ich it is 
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a tiaely, voluntary, 
and regular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to provide their 
salary and benefit cost data, especially in the detail required for 
coaparison purposes . ) 

4. Fringe Benefits ; The comparison institutions should provide fringe 
benefit;*, including a retireatent' prograa that vests in the faculty 
aeaber within five years. This criterion will be reviewed further by 
the Technical Advisory Coiaaittee (see Chapter Four) . 
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University of California Coi«p«ri»oo lastitutiong ; The coaipmriion groi^ 
developed ^or the California State Uaiveraity should ndt include any 
institution used by the University of California for • its caparison 
group. . . 
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THREE 

* 

a«TS ON' THE REVISiD METHODOLOGY • 



The revised aethbd^Xo^ conteixis a substantial ouaber of changes frtm the 
1977 version. This chapter discusses eich of tliie sections of Chapter Two 
and explains the rationale for any change *inq6 1977. ^ In addition, it 
concludes by^ listing thMe sections elisKlnat^ frcae the 1977 aethodblogy.. 



, 1. NUMBER AND THONG OF REPORTS 



The previous aethodology called for two reports , one to be prepared in 
Decoder to assist the Department of Finance in its develo^i«nt of the 
Governor's Budget, and .the second in April to provide infomatibn foe legis- 
lati^ hearings on the subiect. The first was based on prior-year data 
projected forward tWo years to the budget year; the second on current*year 
data projected. forward only one year. 

OQ;Ly one report' will be prepared in the future, since Woth the University 
and the State University indicate that they will be able to obtain current- 
year data at ah earlier tiae Hoveaber IS — than 'before. Assuaing data 
froa all coa^rison ijastitutions are available, this change should provide 
nore tiaely inforaation and reduce workloads at tbe siegaental offices and 
the Coaaission. ^ 



2. PRINCIPLE OF PARITY ' ; 

The section reaains essentially unchanged. 



3. COMPARISON INfTITUTIONS v 

At present, the University of California's comparison institutions remain 
iwchanged. Further discussion in the Advisory Coaaittee sMy -produce changes 
in that list «^ich will be^ffective with the 1986-87 budget cycle. . 

If -r .... 

The California State University's coa^arison list has undergone substantial 
.change as a result of the Coaaittee *s deliberations. Of the previous 20 
institutions, only six remain on the new list. The rational^ for the changes 
is discussed below in Section 10 on "Criteria for the Selection of Comparison 
Institutions." 
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4. FACULTY TO Bj&^CLUDED AND EXCLUDED 

. . ■ • « ^ -1 . - • .-. < 

^ome largely tcrhiyjol chsxiges have been Hade ip thic section. For the . 
UoiveLTfity, tiie rank \»f instructor, has been eliainated since it is no longer 
used, and law and clinical faculty have been specifically excluded (probably 
an oversight prttv4.ousIy) . Also Added for the purpose 'of aaking official a 
practice that has been in effect for several years is the provision th«t..t}te 
University's staffing pattern will be based^on full-tiae-equiv^l^t faculty. 

For t&e State CnivHrsity, the language has been streaaliaed an4 stade to 
conJEom to its aission. Previously, the language for both of the senior 
segaents was 'identical, which led to inconsistencies with regird to such 
terns as "irregular ranhs" and '*clinica^f acuity*^ that do not apply .to the 
State University's operationa. The new language also not^ that tlu^^tate 
University,* s staffing pattern is baseii on headcount faculty a^d not full- 
tiae equivalent faculty. ' i ' ^ ^ ■ ' " ^ 



5. COBIPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES . . , 
AND OTST OF FRINGE BENEFITS # 



This section, i^le reworded, rowins essentially unchanged in Maning. 



6. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY 

AND FRINGE BENEFIT COST GROWTH ' 

Previously, this section discutsed different raethods of eoaputing the five- 
year rate of change in salary growth in the conparison institutions -for' the 
preliMinary and final reports. The new language requires the saow technique 
as was used previously for the final report. 



7. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARIES AND 

FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS , 

lu this section, there is no change for the University of California. 

There is a aajor change in the aethod of coiffputing thfe State University's 
all-raaka average. Previously, the rank-by-rahk averages for both the State 
University and its coa^iarisoa group were weighted by the State University' s 
current-year staffing pattern.: In the revised methodology, two all-ranks 
averages are coaputed, one using the State Uaiversity's staffing pattern and 
the other using the coa^arison institutions' staffing pattern. The all-ranks 
average used for the co^utation of the parity per9entage is the aean of the 
two, a technique that eliminates the previous bias created by the fact that 
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the State University &«s fer aore faculty ia tlu* iipper ruiks tliaa doei ti^ 
coa^arisoa group m a whol«. On the other hand, it does not Institute a 
bias in favor of the coaparison institutions* staff ixxi pattern but "draws a 
line eiftctly hlal^y between two. For 1985-86, th^ net effect i^' to 
reduce the State Uaiversjlty's salary re^oiroMnts by fpprojdMsatfSly 
percent. * , ■ ' 



Two Other adjustaents are proposed in the new aethodology: > / 

'■ ■ ' ' . - . ■"; .■. 

• First, in the 1977 syatea, a deduction of 0.1 perceait was taken £ro« the!^^ 
State Iiftiversity*s parity percentage to account: for the effect of turnover 
anil proMOtioos. 1 This was done because salary requirements ,are re<3uced 
idien « full professor retires and is replaced by a* -faculty ae^er at a 
lower ranh and reduted salary, Since 1977/ this aaount was tasporarily 
increased to 0.5 pcrceni, and atoi, reduced to the current level'. (of 0.2 ^ 
percent, lhat last aaoimt wilirbe paintainad for bhe' 19S5-8$ year- and V.h 
than possibly adjusted following a ^survey of actual faculty aovfaiiJini'^^^ 

. between the ranks or out .of the r^nks tUirou^ deaths or retircM^ts . , - 



The other adjustaent concerns law school faculty. At prfieht, eigh^/of o 
the State IJniversity' s eei^arison institutions suiintain law /schools^ "knd 
the nuator of law faculty in those universities represents • 1 . 1 percent of' 
the total faculty in the groi^ as a whble. Tite salari^ paid to these 
fAcultsr are included in the cboqparison group's averages » ten4 to raise 
their average salaries, and t^reby increase parity ^uie^a^ts J Tt}^ 
current effect is ss»llf but in the new grot4» 2t 9 percent of tibift faculty 
a're law professors, and C€iai^ss|.on staff has .estiaated that this has tbe 
effect of increasing parity requireaents in the State lEniversity by 0.8 
percent, based on a nuaiier of asauaptiona about the pay receiv^%y the 



law /acuity in question. For the 1985-86 3rear, the parity pex^ientase . 
will therefore be reduced by 0. # percent pending a coaprehefiitve survey vy' 
of caparison institut^n law faculty. Ouce that survey is '^^«!||pleted^'i'|^ 
later in 1985, a aore peraanent adiustaent will be included in t^4^th()dV^:^ 
ology. Alternatively, it aay 'b«^ possible to exclude law facu^.,!^^ 
calculations entirely, thereby obviating the need for any adjustaient. 

The sechanics of deriving parity percentages £or both the Unitrer^ity . of , 
.California an4 the ^California State University are detailed in Biti^Xaya 1 
2 iU>ove. * ' . 



8. ADMINISTRATIVE, MEDICAL, AND CO»fl«UNITY COLLEGE SALARIES 

The adainiatrative a«Xary report has involved aose diaagreeseats between the 
CoMdaaion and the Uaiveraity qf California , and thia portion of Uia salary 
report^ is therefor^ 'considered to be unresolved for the years after 1985-"S6. 
For I98S^B6, an agreaM^t has been reached to use both the coaparigon instil 
tutions and p^^ition ^descriptions used for 1983-84 as an interijs measure 

The Technical Adviaory Coaeittee will discuss the entire matter during 1985 « * 

♦ 

Concerning aedical faculty salaries, two changes are proposed. The fi|^ ^a 
to substitute the IIn|.versity «of North Carolina's aedical school fbdnie 
'State UhiiMrsity of Hew Tori&'a Upstate Hedical School — the latter 



decliaed to participate in tiie survey. The other chAOge is to stake the 
report a biennial subaissioa instead o£ aa anxiual ooe. ^ 

No changes are proposed to ti&e process of reviewing Cosenmity College faculty 
sAlarie«, althou^ the revised nethodoiogy aeations this process for the < 
first tisMe. 



9. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION . 

In previous ir««rs, the University and the Stste Univelsfty have been re<iuested 
to supply additional informtion concerning the maaber of faculty with 
.doctorates and with tenure or security of appointaeat by rank. Also Requested 
were data on proaotional patterns, separations » destina|;ions» of faculty who 
resign, and sourc*;s^ifef recruitaeiit. . • ^1 

Since 1977, a nunber of question* have arista concernii^ the usefulness of 
these data and the necessity of coaipiling theii annually. Surixig 1985, the 
Advisory Co«dtt«e will wXore these questions and attest to reach agreeaent. 
on the exact natttte cjiSBhe iiifoswitio& needed and the frequency of its 
collection. 

■■''■^ % ^ ' ' ' 

10, CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION 6F COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS 

University of Calilomia' 

/ " 

Although, ks previously noted, it is possible that one or more of the University 
of California's cos^arison institutions «ay be changed after 1985-86, the 
Advxsory CojdKttec saw ' no need to change the criteria , and it therefore 
reaaias as ^Kten in 1977 . 

« 1. a 

bmia State University . . 




general Coaparability of Institutions. ; The criteria for the selection of 
cooparison institutioni, for the California State University have been a 
•libjtfct of controversy since the inception of salary reports, largely because 
of the uniqueness of the State Universit^r. ^ In no other state in the nation 
are there any n,on-doctoral, degree-grantijng diversities of the size and 
diversity of several of the State University's caaipuses. The doctoral 
prohibition applied to the State University by the Master Plan led soae in 
'State govemiaent to propose that that segnent place only^i^ott-doctoral institu- 
tions on its comparison list. Such a liaitation, however, effectively 
eliaio-ited fro« consideration a very large nuaber of universities that were 
comparable to the State University in virtually every other respect and 
limited the ctHsparison institutions to a group of small liberal arts colleges'. 
Over the years, various atteapts were made to devise a way Sround this 
dileoHUi, but it was not until 1977 that a reasonable coaipromise was reached. 



.20- 28 



In that yesr, it was decided t^t doctoral degree-graatiag' institutions 
couXd be iacXoded os the list psovidcd they did aot include "the 20 izistitu- 
tioos that awarded the greatest mtaber doctoral degrees during th« te«- 
year period, 1959-60 "through l96$-69.'* At .that tiae , aone oi the ^tate' 
tfaiivcsrsity's con^arisoii groi;^ was ia the top 20, «nd none of the new group 
■ay be pressatly. With oae institution* however, there is e question, ax|d 
that is the University of Southern California, which ranked eighteenth in 
doctoratl» granted b«tffe«& X975 and 198a. Svea with USC included, however, 
it is very clear that thb i^ropesed list of eoaiM'r^son ixistitutious is very 
different in type f r9« th« University of ° Calif oir&ia * s. cti«parison group with 
respect to the .granting of doctoral degrees. Table 1 below indicates the - 
extent of that oifferiiice.^ V 

In 9pite o£ the difficulty with the University of Southern California, the 
new list iS' sipiificantly less rich in doctorate degrees than the olif list. 
Aseng those proposed, five granted no doctorates at all between 19^!^ and 
1980 coBipared to only on* oh the otd list. Of greater siguificaoc^ is tha 



TABLS 1 Doctor*! Degrees AMMeded by Vnivmrsity of California 

Mnd C^liforwkM StMtm &nivmrsit^ Cos^arisoa Institutions, 
197S^29S0 ' 



Nunbcr of NtMher of 

UC Cosoarlson Group Ooctoratcs . CSU Co<iB?ar1 son Group . Doctorates 

Cornell University ' 1,073 University of Bridgeport . 0 

Harvard thiiversity ' 2,075 Boston University 7JB6 
Stanford Uuniversity ^1,913 Ihttgers the State University 

State Ihiiversity of of Kew Jersey Hewark Cas^us -.. 60 

New York at Buffalo 820 State Uaivera|.ty ^f New York . 

University of Illinois _ 2,511 • at Albany 394 

University of Hichigan 2,340 BucknelX University 0 

University of Wisconsin 1,656 DePanl Ihiiversity 33 . 

Yale University 1,171 .Wayne State Ihiivi^ity 663 . 

Mai^to State Uoiversilty 0 

Cl^eland State University 21 
He«in 1,820 Ihtiversity of Wii|consin- 

_ _ Milwauke e ^ 143 

^ University is»f KU^i-Flotidfi 354 

^ • Georgia State Univesity 325 

North Carolina State University , r 669 
Virginia Poly Institution and 

State University 725 

Arizona State University 551 
^Jniversity of Southern 

California 1,587 

' University of Colorado at Denver 0 

Lewis and Clark College 0 

University of Texas at Arlington 64 

University of Nevada-Reno S3 

. Mean 323 



Source: Aaierican Council on Education, 1983, pp. 2084-2099. 



fact that the averafe for the old lift wa« 467 doctoratea per iixstitution 
co^ared to the Z23 shmm above fee the new liat. Further, where in«titutioaa 
within- one ayatea are fotiad on both the liniveraity and the State Univeraity 
liat, the State Uhiveraity choice i» iavariahiy for aa inatitution with a 
■iner doctoral OHphasit. Two ext^les of thii difference are (1) the SUHY 
caapuaea at Buffalo (820 4octorSites) and Albany C39A), and (2) the Hadison 
and Milwaukee caiipuaea of the Univeraity of Wiaconfin (2,656 and 143). 
Overall, the ^ropofed liat of coi^rison inatitutiona aeeaa an iaprov^ient 
in the aense that it aovea a atep further away fro« the kind of cooprehenaive 
research as&d doctoral dtgreertrantiag inatitutiona that the Hester Plan 
prohibited the StAte Univeraity froai becoaing. At the aaae tiae, it incor^ 
poratea new ixistitutiona of quality^ that eoapare favorably with the State 
Univeraity in ai«e <nd diversity. 

Aaide fro« the doctor*! degree-granting conaiderationa, three new subcriteria 
have to be cdnaidered under the h^^ing of "Oenecal Coaparability" — (1) 
diversity of ai?e, (2) regional diversity, and; (3) public/ independent diver- 
aity — along with the issue or religious affiliations. 

■■ ,.N — , ■ ■ 

• Regarding sisc, the 1977 criteria tended to reinforce a aisconception - 
that the State U^varaity is comprised excltisively of large, urban, 
coa^rehenaive institutions. In selecting coi^rison institutiowt, a 

. definite preference for large ca^uaes waa specified, even tp the jpoint 
of excluding inatitutiona with Ifss than 300 faculty aeabers, in: spite of; 
the fact that the State . University syst» contains fivie caapusas with 
fewer than that nm^r. The new criteria call for a groi^ thatf%ontains 
•Tjoth large and aasll, urban and rural** caapuses, and the coll^gea and 
universitiea 9a the new liat offer precisely that diatribution and contrast, 

• Second, in teras of regional diversity,- the 1977 list divided the 20 
institutions into three categoriea — ♦^ast," "West*" and «Oth^r" — with 
the laat of tbeae categories heavily ddainated by the Horth Central 
region to the excluaion of ail othera except the Unive^^ity of Colorado, 

' which Bore properly belongs to the West. The inclusion in the East 
category of Virginia Polytechni'c Institute and State University* slso 
aeeaed questionable, and it is placed in the South in thj6 new list. 

The^^iew criteria-caHr-for regional diverai^, and four regions ^wfa-speci- 
fied — Northeast, North Central, South, and West, with between four and 
six caopuaes is each. Part of the purposie is to avoid the adverse conse- 
quences of a doainant region, (such as the North Central states) suffering 
« severe econoaic decline and thereby distorting the comparison 'group 
figures f roa national conditiona . More will be mentioned about this 
problen shortly. 

• Third, in teras of public /Independent diversity, the State University's 
old list contained only two independent institutions — Syracuse University 
ai;^ the University of Southern California— while the University of 
California list has been equally divided between public and independent 
institutions since 1972. If the purpos^j of a comparison group is to 
reflect national perspectives, it seeas appropriatllpto include more 
private universities to the State University list, and its new list 
contains seven, with the criteria calling for the. list to contain between 
one-fourth and one-third such institutions. 
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• Tbe fisuX poist under **Geaerftl Coa^Arability" concerns religious faciiltsr. . 
The prevloos criteri4i v proMbited the inclusion of sny institution «j4th * 
religious fsiculty. T&c Advisory Cn—-f ttee reconsidered tliis criterion 
end decided tlut it «tts excessively restrictive since aeny quslity institu- 
tions of hif^ber edueetioa contsin ttoologicel depertaents st the Mtufm 
tiae that they reasin predofinsntly secular is orientation. Accordingly, 
the provision wss sMxided to state that the coi^arison groti^ should 
contain, no infttitution staffed **pr«do«inantly" «fth religious facult^; 

Econoaic Coaparahility of Institutional Location ; Vihen the State University' s, 
/turrent group of eoai^rison institntions nas selected in X973, it appeared 
that the cojit of 'living anSi personal incoae were approxiaetely coaparable 
between California and the aiceas to, uSuieh the cosi^arison unive^ities were < 
located. Ihrougheut the 197Qs and into the 1960s, howe^r, it becaae quite . 
clear that the concentration of coai^rison institutions in the Korth Central 
region had created V eitnation i^re the State University was coaparing 
itself to a sevesely depressed econoaic a?egioi| of the country, ^ recent 
suaaary of national conditions by the Sesearch Institute of Aaerica highli^ted 
(me aspect of the problem CI98S9 1» underlining added): 

The 7.2 percent national unc^ployaent rate is a deceptive reading " ^ 
that doesn't reflect the reality of labor aarfcet conditions today/ 
The proverbial laice four /^eet dee]^: oh average with AO-foot ' 
troughs 1^ aeans thi^ U.S. jobs picture is' one of high islands ao,d 
deep holes . ' , ■ <ii^ ■ ' 

Worst probl«i area centers in Vest Virginia, Ohio, Western Penn- 
sylvania, where steel shutdowns seea peasaanent, no replaceaentu in 
sight. ■■' ' . ^' ' •■ , 

> ■ ■■ ■ - 

Another dee$ hole: The Southern Kichigan . Sorthetn Indiana region. 
. Caraaking has recovered, but thousands of jobs haven't cMie back. 
It's a textbook ease of assea^ly-line autoaation wiping out 'jobs.. 
Other deep pockets ihclude the Illinoig-Iowa fara aachinery centers. 

Of the 20 coaparison institutions until now,, nine are located in these 
depressed areas, and because aany of thA are large universities, they ^ 
heavily influence the cc^arison i|istitution all^ran ks aver age. 

In the future, it is certain^ pti»sible> that ecotuxadc conditions will change 
again, and it is for that reason that this criterion now calls on the CcHaaission 
to exaaine econoaie conditions froa tiae to tiae to ens^ure that general 
coaqparability is aaintained. The CcMmission survey^ ari^ to be conducted 
"periodically," which will probably Man about every five years and more 
frequently if conditions warrant. 



Other Criteria : The three reaaining criteria are essentially unchanged fxtm 
the 1977 docuaent. 

Criteria Eliainated ; The following list identifies all of the criteria Wt 
were eliminated j changed substantially, or subsumed elsewhere in the new 
proposal, and explains the reasons fof these changea* 



Prohibit tl&c iAciusioa of iastitutioos with lest than 300 faculty. This 
criterion waa eliainated because of the need to create a aore representa- 
tive list of co^arison institutions. It was explained under "General 
CoM^rabillty** above. ^ 

- » 

Coi^rability of states' ability to si^port higher education. Previously, 
this criterion specified that no coaparison institution could be located 
in a state where the per-capita in^oae was flK>re*than 10 percent below 
the national average. It also statied that institutioas in Hew York City 
and Washington, B.C, could not be included because of the very hi^ 
cost of livisg ia those cities « 

Analysis of per-capita ittCO»« statistics xcveali^ great inconsistencies - 
anting the states. On the next pa$e. Table 2 shows those states that had 
per*capita incoiles aore than 10 percent below the national ^ei^age in 
1973 (the yeas the aost recent coi^arison list was eptablished) «ad 1982 
(the aost r*c«ft^ y««r f«r idkidt ^t^i are avaiXabia) . 

Tsble 4 shova that teveral atat^s on the list with poor per-^capita 
incoaes arc neverthe^ss aaong the aosi progressive in st^portiag higher 
educaUon. Xxafl$ilti ioclttd* Oeorgia, Horth Carolina, and Utah. Althoui^ 
Texas is no: l«tger in the b^oii-lOrpcrceot category, it waa ia tjii* 
group only %mk y«ai» ago, and in t9«2 it was only 2.8 percent /^ve the 
national average, i^ile California wa««13.1 percent above it. . Yet few 
states have attaspted to iaprove the quality of higher education in 
recent years aore than Texas. 

For these ressons, the per-capita' ii^cosM! standard no longer seeas viable, 
and on the proposed list of State University coa^arison institutions, 
Georgia, Horth Carolina, and Teaeas are all represented. . 

Coapetition for Faculty. This appears to be no longer a viable cri^erion 
since there is probably no list of 20 institutions that would account 
for even a fourth of Xhe State University's recruitings The new criterion, 
"General Coi^ara.bility of Institutions'* has been substituted. 

Siailarity of Functions. This criterion has also been eliainated .«l|d 
subsuaed under "General Goaparability of Institutions." * \ ■ ' 



Acceptance as Coaparison Institutions- Previous acceptance as a cosapar- 
ison institution seeaed an artificial constraint on the Advisory Coapittee 
'and has been eliainated. At the tiae it tias included in the list of 
criteria, coaparison institutions changed far aore frequently, and there 
was a greater concern for continuity. How, however, there is general 
agreeaent that the new list will reaain in effect for at least ten 
yeax*, thus eliaiaatiag the need for this requireaent. 

Senior or Tenured Faculty. This criterion . specified that tJ|e State 
University 'f coi^arison group should have a faculty ai|f ratio ia the 
upper two ranks that is siailar td the ratio of faculty in the State 
University. Now that an adjustaent for staffing patterns has been 
proposed in the new aethodology, this cequirMMUt is no longer needed, 
and since the percentage of faculty at the upper two ranks in the ptate 
University is faaf higher than in the existing or proposed coaparison 

" * * ' . 
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TABiE Z Per^Capit^ lacoma Data for the Nation, Regions, and Those 
States at i,east 20 Percent Below the National Average for 
Sithsr 1973 or 1982 



Statt and Rwion 



Per*Capita Ineoflw 



1973 



1982 



Hatiooal Avetrttge 

10 p«rceftt Below Hatloiial Average 

Sew England 

Haiae 
Vecaont 

Mideast 

great lUifcea 

South Dakota 

Sootheaat 

Alabaaa 
Arkansaa 

Georgia 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
West Virginia 

Southwest 

New Mexico 

Oklahosw 

Texas 

Rocky Mountain 

Idaho t 

Montana 

Utah 



Far West 

Source I. U.S. Depart^nt of Cooswrce, 19^4. 



$5,010 

4,509 

($5,283) 

$4,124 
4.291 

C$5,476) 

($5,258) 

($5,176) 

Above 10% I.evel 

($4,253) 

$3,825 

3,791 

4,370 

3,997 
- 3,855 

4.241 

3.903 

4,111 

3,902 

($4,441) 

$3,944 
4.284 
4,476 

($4,743) 

Above 10% Level 
Above 10% Level 
$4,072 

-.($5,394) 



V : 



$11,107 

9,996 

($11,916) 

$ 9,042 
9f507 

($12,087) 

($11,055) 

I ($10,789) 

$ 9,666 

($ 9,062) 

$ 8,649 
8,479 ' 
9,583 
8,934 
Above 10% Le^wl 
9,044 
8,502 
8,906 
8,769 

($11,112) 

$ 9,190 
Above 10% Level 
Above 10% Level 

($10,754) 

$ 9,029 
9,580 
8,875 

($12,238) 
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group 84.2 percent in tiie State University as of 1983-84, coo^ared to 
6B.2 percent in the escxating groups and 69.1. percent in the proposed group 
it se«u clear that this criterion has not been adhered to for soi&e tio^. 



, ERIC 
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FOUR 



N| UNRESOLVED • ISSUES 



Sevexal issuas withixi the iMitbo4oIoi^ reaaia mur«soXve4 «ad are listed here. 
Host have been discussed ipreviously, but they are suwaarized in this chapter 
in a focB that can constitute the at«»da £or future aeetin^i of the Technical 
Advisory CoMittee. 

1. uNivERsrry of caxjfornia comparison institutions , 

Tte University has eacpreased concern Jbout the concentration of its public 
coMpariaon instittttions in the Horth Central region, a perception it shares 
trith the State I^versity. these include the l^versity of Hichigan-Ann 
Arbor, the llniversity of lUinois Urbana cai^us and. especially the IMiversity 
of Wisconsin-Madison. A full review of the- University's list will be undei?- 
taken during 1985. ' 



2. THE FIVE-YEAR COMPOUN0 RATE OF OiANGE 

It was suggested that the tisM period for calculating the annual rate of 
change in coo^rison institution salaries be changed froa the current period 
to five years to so«e different period. Alternatively, if the five-year 
period is naintaiaed, a greater wei^t thould be given to the aore recent 
yeira. The Legislative Analyst has specifically proposed a t^iree-year 
— i^riod. . 



The problem arose because of the rapid changes in the rate of inflation over 
the past ten years and tha--«eaction of the coaparison inatiti^tioaa to that 
rate. Five years ago, in 1979-80, the ConstaMr Price Index rose 13.3 percent 
and then rose another 11. 5, percent the following year. In response to these 
pressures, college and university salaries rose auch faster in those years 
than in 1983-84 (and probably 1984-85 as well), lAen the average national 
salary increase waa 4.7 percent, con^ared to 7.1 percent in 19,79-80, 8.7 
percent in 1980-81, and 9.0 percent in 1981-82. 

When the higher increases are averaged with the aore recent ones, tJbie annual 
predicted rate of change into 1985-86 is ilnost certainly overstated. 
Conversely, when inflation is rising iastdkd of falling, cos t-o if- living 
adjustatents for California faculty tend to understate the real need. ^ 
use of either a different tiae fraae or a weighting toward aore recetft 
percentage changes in the coaparison grot^s could correct at least part of 
this problea. 



3. ADJUSTMENTS FOR^TURNOVER AND C 

PROMOTIONS, AIID FOR LAW FACULTY 

/ - ■ ' . , 

For the Stat* Ihiiversity, two adjustae&ts sre included in the parity percentage 
eaXculatioos , one to reflect turnover and prcMMtions and the other to adjust 
for the effect of a freatcr nuaber of law school faculty in the new list of 
co^arison inatitut^ona than in the ejeisting ^ist. Xhiring 1985 » surveys 
will be cpoducted to detessixUs appropriate levels for these adjustaents. 

4. ibsimiSTOATIVE SALARIES ^ • / 

' ' * ■ ' , ■■ . * • ■" 

Due to disagreeflMsnts between the Coaaiasion and the IhM-veraity of California, 
the subject of administrative salaries will be reviei^jl with the objective 
of deteriining a list of coaq^rison- institutions and position descriptions 
for use over the next ten years* The Institutions and poifitions used for 
the State University's survey aay also be discussed. ^ 



5. FRINGE BENEHTS 

Fringe benefits have posed a nunber of difficulties to sala^ ayialysts for 
sany years. There has never been a consensus as to what constitutes a 
fringe benefit, the true ei^loyer and ea^loyee costs of pertain fringe 
benefits, their actual value to different classes of faculty nessbers, or how 
benefits should be factored into the overall asses saent of faculty coapensa' 
tion. A nuaber of attoipts to resolve these questions have been aude in 
recent years, but it appears prudent at this tiae to kei^ the questions 
surrounding benefit packages open for future deliberations of the Technical 
Advisory Conadttee. . 

A related issue concerns the use of s portion of the salary appropriation 
for iaprovesients in the fringe-benefit package* During the 19S4-SS fiscal 
year, for exaxsple, BtmG salary funds were used to iapt^ove dental plan benefits, 
and the Separtaent of Fixiance has raised a question about this and related . 
practices. The Technical Advisory Cossftit tee will consider the iotplications 
of these practices during 1985. I 

6. SUPPLEMEN^AR^Illlill^llATipN ^| . ' 

During 1985 ^ the Coasiittee will also discuss t&^ details of supplementary 
infonsation suiwissions, including the frequency of reporting « Aoong the 
iteos to be discussed ar^ segoiental reports on nuober of faculty » hiring and 
separation, sources of recruitment, destinations of faculty who resign, 
proflK>tional patterns, number of faculty with advanced degrees, number of 
facility with tenure or security of appointrcnt, and measures for the total 
resources provided per facility seaA^er. 



APPENDIX A 

Education Camai^aian ■ 
Jua« X3. 1977 

REVIS20 METHOOOIOSY FOR TH^ PREPARATIOH OF THE ANNUAL REPORT ON 

uNivsHsmr of California mn cAUFORfiiA state university AiNo colleges 

FACULTY SiMJUilES ASd FRINSS 8SHEFITS, 1S78-79" ' ■ . 

■ * • ■ ■ 

INTROOUCTION ^ ■ - , ^ ^ . 

Th« n»thoclolog7 to,b« «aploy«d for ch« 1978-79 r«porx cottC*ia5 « 
Qtab«r of subst«ativ« modifications froa that adopead by tha Commis- 
sloa la Saptambar, 1974 and »sad for tha aaauaX rapprts for 1973-75, 
1976-77, ind X977-78. . . ; - 

In davaXopiag this aair siaeiiddolos^, botii tha Uoivarsit^ of California 
sad tha Calif ofettia Seata ^Tarais? aad Collagas. eoofarrad ultb a 
miBbar o%.|««;pa ,aad iadividBaia, iacludias rapcaaaacativaa <*£ fac- 
aXt7 or$i|lu&iflaa. SubaaquaatXy, aac^ aagaaac aubtsitcad proposal j " 
for ehaagia 'ia tha axiatisg aathodology. Thaaa proposals vara thaa. 
coaaidarad by a taehaicalVad^sory coassittaa astabUshad by tha 
CoQBsiasioa eoaaiatiag aot oaly of Cossiissioa staff 'aad sagaaatal 
raprasaatacivas, bat also of raprasaatativas of tha Saparcaaat of 
Fiaaaca sad tU» Offica o| t^'I^gisUtiva Aaalyst. 

la tha past yaa^y oaa -aspaet of tha annual raport oa faculty salarias 
aod frlaga baaafits. »as haavily critici2;ad; aaaaly, tha traatosat of 
tha coffiparisea of friaga baaafits. This eriticisa caatarad oa tvo 
major points, tha first ralattad to s^a racaat praotica of tyaatiag 
tha cost of friaga baaafits aad tha salary «djastaaats raquirad to 
achiava parity as^, additiva to produca a f igura . f or •*Total Etjuivalaat 
Compaasatloa" (TZC). This practica wiH ba discoatiauad la subia- 
quaat yaars. Tha saco;dl criticism stsasxad from tha fact that cha 
comparison aathod tsas lia^tad to tha tmployar cost' of baaafits (ax- 
"^r^B^ as a 'parcantaga of payroll). Sinca thara is, at bast, only 
an indiract ralationship battraaa tha vaXua of friaga baaafits to cha 
•mployaa sad tht cost of thosa baaafits to tha cmployar, tha us a of 
friaga baaafit compa;^soas with othar iasticutioas caa oftaa ba- seri- 
ously mislaadiag. 

Although tha basic difficultias vit^ friaga banafic comparisoas. were 
noted in tha raport for tha 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed thac 
a much mora dafiaiti-wa d is clai mar ba iacludad ia tha tast for cha 
1973-79 raport. Claarly, a baaafit ^ackaga of givaa coat may ba vary 
diffaraat from aaothar baaafit paekaga ipf tha saaa cost vhan the -evo 
arc defined sad administered diffana|;^.. 3y vay of Ulustratic^ ' 
if tha employer adds to a pimsion fuad'to improve its actuarial In- 
tegrity, it iacreaaas tha cost of she benefit package but does not 
res^llt in aay n^v or additiooal benefits. 

Th« Cotsilssioti vlXI continue tQ show che resulcs of cha cam^arisoa 

survey r«gardiag che coat of f?lAg« baaaslss but vlXl display it 

■ > '* . 
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^ep&rttely fros the salary data sad vlll Include a sufficiently de- 
tailad asplaoatloo q£ th« issuas so as to avoid {oisuaderstanding or 
ixuppro^riata usa of tht figuras., 

Tha second oajor cbasga is tha alialnation of tha "Cost, of Living., 
'Adjustmant for Salarlas.^' For tha pas.t threa years, an adjusttaent 
has been made in tha projected salaries of the- coisparlson inltitur 
tioos 'to account for changes in the sate of inflation. "Xhis adjust- 
mms^ has bees widely mistsnderstood. It ,is not an escalator d^ose 
of the kind frequently found in collective bargaining agreements; it 
is an index only of changes in the rate of inflation and not a sma- 
sura of inflation itself. 

The other changes are essantiaXly technical in najC^ire. To date, all 
ranks average s^ary and fringe benefit projections have been made 
on the basis of prior year <fo^ the preliminary report) and current 
year (for the final report) sie^aentaX staffing patterns. Since these 
elements of costpensation are implemented in the budget yekr, it is ' • 
deslrtbie to establish a staffing pattern for that year, this vlll 
be done by the University of California fSr the 1978-79 report and 
by the California State University* and Colleges beginning in 1979-30. 

The final change will affect only'the computation of frikge benefits 
for the California State University* and Colld|;es. That system pre- 
viously based its fringe benefit; projections on the assumption that 
no salary Increase would be granted. Because an increase in salary 
automatically incteases applicable fringe benefits , a degree of . dis- 
tortion occurs. The Uitlvarslty of CfllfotralA uses a system whereby 
a salary increase is computed first, the automatic increases in 
fringe benefits resulting frOT that increase accounted for, and- the 
fringe- benefits calculated after thli adcountlAg. The Commission 
believes the latter approach to be more reasonable and has there- 
fore adopted it for both segments. ' * . ^ 

MET,HODOIOGY . ' • ' , 

The procedures to be employed for che 197S-7'9 budget year and in 
subsequent years are as follows: 

A. NUMBER AND TIMINC OF REPORTS 

Two reports vili be prepared each year. The first report, based on 
preliminary* data, will be submitted to the Department of Finance in 
November. The final report, based on the most current data, will be 
submitted to the teglslative Budget Committee in April. In orde,r to 
meet these submission dates, the University of California and the, 
California Stdte University and Colleges will forward data on com- 
parison institutions and segmental faculty salaries to Comsisslon 




stiff by mid«Occob«r for th« pniiaiaasy report and h? lac* rtbmary 
for thm SioMX r«pors.- ' . » 

Tb« report «lXi laclie«t« «h«e <djastm«nts vould b« a««d«d for ch« 
fortheomlAS -^er t*lxfims asd costs of frixxg« bsasf i&s for dai.- 
vmrsicy of »C*liforaia sad Calif oral* Stses traivsrslty. ss^d ColUgss' 
'f scttity to. sdsisvs aad fflt -fn rita raak-4y^r«ak psrlcj' with such sala* 
rlss s&d oos&s of frisks* Nacilss providsd f seultf ia. spjroprists 
eoapsdsoA lastitutio&s. k sspssats list of eoBpsrisoa iastitutioas 
vlU bs ussd fey «seh of t&s CsXifon&s ssg^ts of liighmr sdutuicioa. 
tbs rsport vill sspsrats esleulstioBs s&d di^^U,f» of dAts rslsssd 
M psrcsatsgs' iaersssss rsqoirsd for parity in fslarits, from thoa« 
rslstsd to frtags bsnsf it costs* 

C. CCSKPASIS^ I^OTXKJKS^ 
CotaparisoB iastl6uj^o;ss for ths JTaivsrsicy of Calif orala will b«: 

Cerasll Utsivsrsity 
Harvard tTaivsrsity 
Stanford t?&iv«rslty ^ ^ > 

Stata Ufii^rsrsity of STav York ac Buffalo 
Uaivarsity .of Illinois ' 
■ University of Hichigaa at Aim' Arbor ^ 

Hoivarsity of Wiscoosia at Hadisoa ' . - - 

Tala Uslivarsity 

Cottparlsoa iaatitutions for tba Calif orada Stata Gairarsicy azid Col- 
lagas will ba; 



Sast 



^ast 



Stat* Uaiversity of Saw^crk" a? Albany 

Stata trisivarsity of Sav York Collaga at Buffalo 

Syracuaa tTaivaraifiy 

Virginia Folytaciniic tascituta aad Scat* University 



Univarsity of Sotitham California 
Univarslty of Hawaii 
Uaivarsicy of Savada 
Uoivarsity of Oragon 
Por t land Stata tJnivarsity 



1. If any iasticucicn is cmittad for any reason,' a raplaceaeat: vill 
b« salftcttd based upon Che established criceria by Cotsaission 
scaff in autual coaaulcatioa vich ch* segaeacs, the Oepartaect of 
Tiaaace, aad che Lagisiative Analyst. Tixe Attachseat indicates 
' the criteria for seleccioa of the coopariaoa lastitutioas. 



s 
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othtr 

Uaivarilty of Colorado - 
Illinois State Ual^^arslty 
Northasn Xiliaeis 0aiv«rsity • 
Sottthara lliineis ITnivarsity ^ 
Ixuiiana Stata tTniV'assity 
lova Staca Soivaraity 
VaTBa Stata ITnivaraity 
^ Uastasn Hlebigan Uttivarsity^ 
^ Bowling Gi^aan Stata Univarsity 

Hiaal Qaivarsiey (Ohio) 
Uttivarslty of Wiscoosis at Hilwaukee 
■ . , . ■ .» ■ 

D. FACULTY TO S£ XSCHIDES A8B SSC1.0SED ^ 

) , ■ , ; ; . ■ . ■ • 

The faculties to ba included ifi the coaparisoas are. those with full-^ 
ttam appoiataet&ts at the r^U» .of professor, associate professor, 
assistant professor, and instructor, «E&ployed on nine aad eleven 
laonth (prorated) appoiiitments, (both ^regular and irregular ranks as 
appropriate), with the exception of faculties in tha health scieacas 
susssar sessions, isxtessioa prdgrass and laboratory -schools, provided 
that these facultiaa^ are covered by salary scales or s^edules other 
than chat of the regular faculty. At the rank of Instrtetor, ft 
tliae equivalent faculty are used because, of the preponderance of 
part-<iae appoinoaants at this rank. 

The faculty meabers to be included are those assigned to instruction 
(regardless of the asaigamencs for researdi or other cmiversity pur- 
poses) , departaent chairaaa (if not oa an administrative salary 
> schedule) , and faculty :on salaried sabbatiiCal le«ve . 

E. CCBPUTAXICai OF AVESAGS SAIASIXES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS 

For each acadesaic rank within the CaHfomia State University and 
Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars, for the 
;:cot5btaed group is divided by the number of faculty within the rank^ 
to derive average salaries by rank for their comparison institutioni^ 
as a whole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a 
similar manner. 

For tha University of California's comparison .groups , the average 
salary by rank is obtained for each comparisodi^^stitutii^. The 
single average salary (for each' rank) for the comparison group is 
then calctilated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari- 
son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby- giving equal weight 
Co each institution regardless of the number of faculty. The same 
procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits. 
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F. ■ FIVS-YEAR COMPOUND RATE, OF SALARY A2ID FSli:JCS 35Nt?IT GROWTH . 

' » ■ " ' ' \ 

. •<,... 

« For thm prsliatioary r«port, a £iv«-7««r cot&pou&d race oi change In 
salarlaa and fringe banafiea at each rank ac thm comparison Inscl- 
cudons vlXl ba cospncad on the basis of actual salary a^ fringe ' 
banaflt data of Che preceding year add of Che prior |ive years. 

In obtaining coo^c^d rates of changa ae Cha .coa^arlson inscltutloTuI , 
. ^aach sagaant will compute the average salary and frlng*. benefit costs 
by rank for chair raspactl'ra c(»parlSon Institution groups as spec^ 
dfiad in Saetion S above. Sach wUl than calculate the axutual com- - 
pound grweh rata changas In avaraga sa3.arles and fringe benefit 
costs fo»' each rank (o^wr the flve-yeaip period) at their respective 
cosparision inseituclons . these races of change will then be used 
to projacc avaragc ^ salaries and costs of fringe benefits for chat 
ruk forwajcd for cwo years to th#;budgec ye*'tfJ,Vr./"v' ' • 

The same procedure wlH be used in prodtfdng -thS' fihal report, ex'- 
cept chat the base year for the cot^arlson institutions will be 
daovad forward one year, permlttlsig^ ^ha use of a'f^tle-year projection 
rather than the. tvo-^ear projection 'Necessary iia the preliminary 
report. The California segsients, will use actual current salary and 
fringe benefit data as reported t>y ! the comparison i^clt.utions 
rather than budgeted flares. 4^ 
... ' ' ■ ^ 

^^^j^.^-'i^'UmB ATSSUVCS SAUUl^ ANO FHINGB BENEFIT CO§TS • 

Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs pro jeccad. 
for the budget; year will be calculated for each segment, using the 
' average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the budget 
year for the- comparison groups and' the staffing pattern in the appro- 
priate Calif omia segment. *The California State University and Col- 
lages will use the currant year staffing pattern while the University 
of California will use a staffing pattern projectad fqr the budget 
year. These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefit amounts for 
the budget year constittite the salaries and fringe benefits to be 
provided to the corresponding Calif oml.a segment for chat segment to 
achieve pai^^y, rank-by-rank, with its comparison group. The average 
all-ranks jftfries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget 
year for eJBl ■California segment will then be compared with the cur- 
rent all-ranks, aver age 'salaries and fringe benefits for that segment 
to determine the percentage increase required by the segment to 
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the Caiifomi|i State Univer- 
sity and Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/lOth of 
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotions, and 
faculty turnover. This adjustment will not be necessary for the 
University of California since the projection of the staffing pattern 
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically 
In subsequent years, the California State University and. Colleges 
will use the same procedure as the University of California. 
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The CoiaBtis«ion will prcpars suppltmeaeary tables concaining five 
years of trend data, vith th« data for the most recent year supplied 
by the segMnta. * ( 



2. Number and percent o£ new and continuing full'tlme faculty vith 
" the doetosate by rank; 



3. 'dumber and percent of full'tiaa faculty with tent^re or security 
of appoinciMnt by rank; 

A. .Separations of full-time faculty with tenure or security of 
appointsient by rank; 

5. Destination of faculty who resign, by rank (indicating the name 
of the institution for those faculty remaining in -higher educa- 
tioti); 

6. Sources of VacrultsMnt by rank; 

7. Faculty promotional patterns.^ ^ 



X. Humbar^of fuU-tlaa faculty by rasak; 




-34- 



42 



APPENDIX B 



House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, Relative to 
the Economic Weifare of the Facilities of the Calif omia 
Public Institutions of Higher Education 



WBEBEi^, Th« Master PIasi for PtibXic High«r Edue&tioa strongly 
rscoBBsadfld that avsry sffort hm mmdm to casara thst Ch* iasti.tutlons 
of highsr sducstioi^ Ia CsliforalA wsinrsin or improve thsir position 
la tbm intsass eospstitloa for thm highest qamlitf of fsetaty osnbsrs; 
sod 

WHEREAS, Th« Coordinsting Council for Eighsr Sduemeloti in Its 
amgisT report to tbs Governor end the Legislature regarding level of 
support for the Calif omie State Colleges and the University of Cali- 
fornia recrwended chat funds should be provided to perait at least 
an additional 5 percent ixKrease in sradeirf c salaries for the Cali- 
fornia State College* and the Ihilvcrsity of California; sad 

UHESEAS, The Trustees of the Calif omia State Colleges in their 
annrial report to ti&e Legislature declared that. the California State 
Colleges are falling fas b^xind in the face of this competition end 
thet by 1964-6^ faculty'^ salaries «111 be lagging 14 to 18 percent 
"behind those of conparsble institutions; and 

WHERRAS, Greatly increatiag enroUaeiits in institutions of higher^ 
« education in Callfomla during the next decade vUl cause a demand 
for qualified faculty sesbers which cannot possibly be aet unless 
such Institutions have a recrultnent diaate which will cougar e 
favorably with other' colleges, universities, business institutions, 
isidustry, and other ||vels of goverxment; and 

WHEREAS, California has achlevi^ an csvlfble moaentum in business 
and industrial development, a momentum now threatened by lagging 
faculty salaries so chat failure to maintain a4aqtiate salary scales 
£or faculty m&bers ,ln California institutions of higher education 
would be false ecoosoy; and ^ 

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College 
and University caiapuses thet higher salaries elsewhere are attracting 
some of the best faculty Buembers from the Callfomla institutions of 
higher education, and if such acadipic emigration gains momentum 
because of Inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa- 
tional processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by 
lower tax revenues; and 

WHEREAS, The Leglslatxxre has a continuing interest in the diffi- 
cult and pressing probli^ps faced by the California institutions of 
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty 
members in a period of a^tlff competition and rapid growth; and 
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WHEKEAS,-*. Th« L«gi»lAtur« h«« * coatlnuiag interMt in th« diffi- 
cult mxui pr««sing problea* fac«d by the California institutions of 
higher •ducation in attracting and m ain ta in i ng outstanding faculty 
meobers in a pariod of stiff conpatition and rapid growth; and 

VHEHEi^, The State's investoMit in superior teaching talent has 
h««n reflected in California's phenomenal econot&ic groirth and has 
shoira California* taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors, 
■ but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the 
contributions by Ae California institutions of higher education to 
the continued econosic ax^ culture^ development of Ca li fornia may 
be seriously threatened; now, therefore,' be it 

HESOIVED BY THE ASSfEMBlY OP THE STATE OF CALIFOSNIA, That the 
Assembly Coonittee on Bules is directed to request the Joint Legis- 
lative Budget Comoiittee to study the subject of salaries and the 
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty 
members of the California institutions of higher education, and 
ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order 
that such Calif omia institutions of higher education may be able 
to compete for the talent necessary to provide! the highest quality 
of education, and to request 9vich copmiittee to report its findings 
and recommendations to the Legislature m>t later than the fifth 
legislative day of the 1965 Eegi&lar Session. 
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A RECOMMS^Oe^ AAETHOO FOR gEFORTlNG TO THS lEdSl^TURS , 
ON FACUtTY SAtAJUES AND OTHES BB^SFTTS 
.AT THE UNlVBlSmr OP CAUFORNiA AND 
THE CAUFORhOA STATE COOa^SS 



Pnpond by thm 

QISeB of ihm Ugisioifw Ansiyst 
SteM oi Csilfem^ 

Jcmwary 4, 1 963 
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INTKODUCnON 

purpoM of this suS rtpcrt is to rtcozcmend & 
tttthod for r^portia^ to th« Ltpsiatm oa pilarifs, 
b«&t2ts otii«r sp«dal tcoaoaic btntfits tor 
fAcultits o2 the UuTersic7 oi CalilonU ftz^ thi Cili-' 
fomiA Suu CoUfffn. TMi rtpon htf b««a prtpartd 
by tht Joint Lt^^sUtiTt Budftt Coosutiot la rt« 
spouM to HooM Resolatioa 250 Pint Estrtor^ 
diniiT Sttsiozi, Apptadis 1)^ wlxieh tmolndi 

*'ThAt tbt Aisiably Coxsaittit tta Rults is di- 
rteti^ to rtqtifst t^ Joistt litfisUtiTt Btidgft Com- 
mitttt to scodj ihM subjMt of skiariii isd th« fti> 
•rai tcoKunaie w«IjUnv iaclndiag firisift btntfits, of 
lAfioltr si«mb«rs of tlM C^U2(ar3U isstitntiofis of 
higiitr idufimsio&. sad tad siwns of improriair 
iQoh sAisriss snd btatdts in osdtt tkAt gtt<tk CaU- 
foniA iastitonoju of hightr tdneatioa mmy bt sblo 
to eompttt ioT xhM taknt ntwssarx to pror^ tho 
highm qoAiity <rf tddOKioxi, sad to rtqtMit such « 
ooxamintt to rtport its findings «nd rteomffiisds* 
cions to tbf L^psUfiart aet Utn (bta tht fifth 
IcgisUtitv day of ths 1965 S^aiir Ssstioo." 

Staff of tilt Joiat IisgialatiTi Btidftt CoamittM 
iaitiattd its srtidj )3ff scakbotg jaforaatica *whi& would 
rtfltct tiio Baguitudt of California's lonff-«aaff sad 
iaunsdiats probisn^V^tsdiag tht aood to rvsruis and 
rttaia sa sdcqtiat« nasbtr of high ({uality faealtr. 
Whilt rt^iifwiae past reports prtsaattd to tha La^is- 
latars ss jostiSeatioa for salarf iaertast rteonuaaa- 
datioas by tht Coordiaatinir Coaadl'for Higher Edu- 
catioa, tht Uairsrsitr of California aad tht Califorasa 
' Statt CoUtgcs, it b^amt apparsat that tht tat step 
in trying to iaipnrrt faculty salarta aad othar btnt* 
fits is to furnish tht Ltgislaturt with eonprthtassTt 
aad eonaisTtat data whieh idaatify tht aamrt aad 
ItTtI of oompttitiTt btac&ta, Tht coats stweiattd with 
rtcoxaacadatioasy rattd sSeoordiag to priority, should, 
bt iaciudtd ia propculs by tht stgm^ts in ordar to 
aid tht Ltgialamrt ia dtttrmiaing how muck to sp* 
propriau tad tht btatfits whieh aa appropriation 
will b^y. 

Thert bu essttd in tht past a difiereaet bttwetn 
what the insutunons hart rteommtadtd ss tht nt«d 
for saUry and btntdt incnasts and what haa dually 
beta appropriattd by tht L^islaturt. Thtrt art two 
principal reasons for this difiarenct which at timta 
may bt clostiy reUttd: (1) Tht Ltgislaturt may dis- 
agree with what is propostd ss to nttd, or (2) thtrt 
nay not bt enough ftmds to sutt the nttd btcaust of 
higher priorities inr other aress of tht budget. 

The^e needs art rery complex and, for example, 
indude such factors ss : 

1. Disagreement ^th conciusioM drawn from dau 
submitted in justifcation of reeommsndations ; 

2. Lack oi cohfidance in the quantity, quality, or 
type of OAU; 



3« Tht failure of adTocates t^. nukt points which 
art concise and eltariy undersiandabit ; 

4. Tht sabaiiasioQ of confiieting data by ItgislatiTe 
staff or tht Dtpartmtnt of Finance. 

After careful eousideratioa, it was determiatd that 
a sptcial rtport should bt madt to tht Budget Com- 
mitttt eontaiaiag rtconuatadario^ u to tht kind of 
data tht Ltgislature should bt fumishtd for tht ptxr* 
pott of coanitriag sala^ aad othtr baa^t iaer^stt. 

Oa August 5, 1964 a Ittttr (Apptndii 2) was sent 
from tht X^tfhilatiTt Analyst to tht Coordinating 
Coandl for S§ffhn B du eation, tht.ITniTts9;ity of Calx- 
foraia, tht Calif oraia Statt CoUtgts, the Department 
(tf Finaaet aad tmrious faculty organisatioos iaform- 
iag them that tht Joint L^:islati^t Budget Committee 
wtt planning to hold a public hMring ia eonntetion 
ifith HB 2SQ^ and ssidng for rtpli^ to a stries of 
qu»tioaa dcslgatd to gather background iaiorixxation 
aboui^ salary axxd fhagt b^dta data (Apptadis 3. 
Copies of EtpUts Secured), ^t primary purpose oi 
tht heariiig i^ to proridt tht TTamxadty x)f Califor- 
nia, tht Califmaia Statt CoEtg«s aad iattresttd 
gnmps tht opportunity to indicast tht basis oa which 
salary aad friagt btsuiSts sliould bt r^rttd to tht 
Ltgialatare, ineludlng tht kixid of data to he cm- 
pilad aad who slu^uid eompilt aad ptihlish it ( Apptn- 
dis 4, Copits of Prepared Ttarimony FUtd with tht 
Joiat Ltgislatirt Budget Coaunitttt at tht (ktobtr 
15, Heariag). Tht coattats of most of tht pre* 
pared ftattmta^ diacusstd probltms and ia some 
instaacti rteomsitadatiQaa relating to faculty salaries 
and othtr btat^ rather thaa tht primary purpost 
of tht hearing^ bttt tht ttctinumy did strrt to idtntify 
areaa of eoaetta, Tht hearing also established legis- 
lasiTt iattrttt ia tht subjtets of ft^ulty workload aad 
sources of suppltmtatary iucomt. 

Tht rttitw of paitf f^^ty salary rtporss, the re^ 
pUta to the L^fislatiTt Analyst's Ittttr of Atigust 5, 
1364, tht oral sad pnptred stattmtnts rtctiTed at the 
October 15, 1964 htarixxg of tht Joint LtgisUtiTe 
Budget Coaunitttt aad other sources have revealed 
sigaifloant dndings sad ptradtttd the derelopmtnt of 
recoauntndacions concerning tht type of rnformation 
and method of presentation that should be included 
In future faculty salary reports prepared for the 
Legislature. 

iACXSaOUNO 

Current procedures for reritw of faculty salary 
and othtr bentdt incrtast proposals, starting with the 
presentation of recommendationsjsy state colleges and 
University of California sdmiaistntive oficials :o 
their respectJTe governing boards, appear generalir 
to be adequate, with minor reserrations. The State 
College Trustees and the Hegeats of the Universirr 
of California generally formulate their own proposals 
in December and forward them to the Sute Depsn- 



msnt of Fjiasct !cr budftt cotuidcrmtioa. Cooeur* 
r^ntij xh0 CoordinAns^ Cotincil for Hightr Edoc&cion 
&lsQ maktt a report' with reeommtiuiicioas 'srhkh is 
madt availult to ±% Suite Otparatusit oi Fioaact, 
Th< Gortrnor and th« D^pirtaitiit o£ Finanot con* 
iider tii«M saIast iocrtiat propottis ia nl&cioa to die 
tvailsbility oi funds and chf ir o^ u^Tiis oi foeuitj 
sslsrr at€ds and deeid« how much oi an ineresst, ii 
SUV, to inclndt in cho Govtroor 'i Budget The L^is* 
latire ijul:rs€ in tilt Anaiysu of tk4 Budgit BSl pro- 
Tide^' sjulvsis and rteommindncions u to tho Gorer* 
nor's budget propas«L 

Wbtn' spproprUst UfisUtiTe ^mmitteet hnr the 
budget rcquMt for faenitr saUrr inorecses thtf mar 
be coniroattd with sorerai tyMssmesdaticms from 
Tvious wurcei. Vmr Snt rtspontibiiit/ is to con* 
$ider ihe Governor's rtcQtnsienditiou in tho BxKiget 
BilL Howerer, the CniTerntj end the CaUiomit 
Stdue CoUesw lenerallf request the opportnnitr to 
presens Uuir own reeomaaettdstioas, which Srequendr 
difer from the Governor's propoMl, JJ^ the Co- 
ordinating Council for Higher Ednention preeents its 
ncomsieadadoas. Virioos faeuitj orgini»tiocr mar 
desire to nuk* indaponden^ propcaaia. Tht Ltgssiature 
has been cooparatiTe in proridlng aU btarestad parties 
the opportuaitj to prasent riudr views, but these 
presentations hara beai^ marked bf estrema variations 
in recommendationa and in the data which support 
the- requests. 

WHC SHOULD PUfPAU FACULTY 
SALAtY Xfi^tTS 

Tharr appaars to ba some difference of opinion 
ccneerai^ the ptirpoaa of faculty salary reports and , 
recotumendatioas prepared hj xhg Coordinating Coun*' 
cii for Higher Sdneation. The Uni^ni^ of California 
and the Caiifomia Stste CoUeg«s contend that they 
should make direct reeouuneudatiooa to the Governor 
and the Legislature and that Coordinating Council 
recotnmendaciona ihonld ba regarded as independent 
comments* Couversely, tha Department of Fixunce 
end the Coordinating Council for Higher Sducation 
believe that saiarj reports and reeommendatjims of 
the Coordinating Council should ba the primary re* 
port submitud to the Department of Finance aud the 
Governor to coaaider in preparing budget recommen- 
dationa. The Department of Finanea states that such 
a report should ba regi^ed as similar in status to tha 
annual salary report relating to civil sarrica salaries 
pr«p»ed bv the State Personnel Board for the Gov- 
ernor and the Legisiature* It ia our opinio that the 
Legisiamre should give sp«<!i4c and primary consid* 
ersnon to ±e nhrommendations in the Governor's 
Budget and to the annual faculty salary report of 
Che Coordinating Council for Higher Education. How- 
ever, any separate recommendations of the ITniversity 
of California and tisa Caliionia Stau CoUeg«i should 
also be considered* 



WHAT FACULTY ijAiASY SEFCRTS SHOULD 
CONTAIN 

We do not believe tha& reporting required of the 
Cnirersitv, the California State Colleges^ and the 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education shouid 
limit tha right of these agencies to emphasis specidc 
points in supporting their own recommendations. 
However, the Legislature should take steps to estab- 
liaii a consistent basis upon which it will receive com- 
prahenaite information aisout faculty salariea, other ' 
benefita^ and related ixxbjects fironi year (o year* After 
careful ^usideration of tha statistical and oth^r 
grounds presented in sup|Hirt of salary and other 
benefit increase proposals in the past, we recommend 
that baaic data be included in faculty salary reporta 
to the L^isiature in a consisMnt form in the follow* 
tng areas : 

^ X FaccltyDau 
' B. Stlary Dau 

C. Fringe Benefits 

D, Total Compensation 

Special Privileges and Benefita 
F. Supplementary Income 

Since it ia necessaxy for stmd! of the ese<sai^ sod 
le^alative brandias of government to anal > aiw w r ecom * 
mendations prior to tha commancement of a legislative 
seaaionj all reports and recommendations should ba 
completed by De^mber 1 of each year, ^ 

K Faculty Oofa 
L Findings 

a. Informative data about the sise* composition, 
retention, azxd recruitmant of Califomin 
State College faculty has been presented to 
the LegisUtture from time to time^ but usu< 
illy it ^las been so selective that H lacks 
objectivity' and has been inconsiatent from 
year to year. 

b« Superior faculty performance has not been 
^ demonstrated sa a reason to justify past re- 
que^ for superior salaries. . 

2- Becommendations 

The following dau should be compiled and pre- 
sented annually on a consistent basis, Defizu* 
tions of what eotudtuxes factUty ar^ left to the 
discretion of the utiiversity and the state col- 
leges but should be clearly defined in any report. 
Additional data, may be included in any given 
rear to emphasise special problemSt bnt such 
data should supplement not replace the basic 
information recommended below. Graphs should 
be used trhen pr&cncalr accompanied by sup- 
porting fables in an appendix Recommended 
faculty data includesiir 
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1. TIm xrcmbtr of Uaslij, by nak ind tb« i&« 
cxtMM Qfr«r tilt jmrtoos ftvt fMsi to ri£aet 
ixxftitBtio&ftl gsMth. 

V Cnrrtst fteoltj oompodtiw cspr«md ia 
wiKafaifBl ticsBS, itttt^^f tmt sot Umitad 
to th« ?€rMBtaf« of th< iMSsXtr 

d. Ditt nAfttisf te til atir ioS^tiaM fMsltr for 

bir kii^ loam o£ myteymtt nak 
nd hi^tit d«irN hold. Ssiicmf TMtd^ 
ihoold tin bt aotad. Ptrtizitst Urterinl 
tr«ds ia th«t ihodd bt su^sid. 
do S0C bdiiTt tkit sobjiCsiTt aad inoomplett 

oAon, neb u bis bo«o pmatid is &t pistt 
MTiw isT tiMfoi parpoot. 
c Faetthf tanortr ntts eo&pasiag tbo aaa- 
bcr of ttpirat fa ao to total faoaltjr aetiordlsf 
to tbt fiilewiaf foi^tcttd ottoforiis; dMth 
or mirttMatf to roottrdi or gndaut worie, 
iatri-iastitatioatl trtsuf tn, otbtr eoilefe or 
Uxii^mitr tticbiafc basBaoB tad fferres'* 
aitat, otlior* 

3. Coss&isitt ^ 

Tbo 2zTt tbm rooomatadssioss abort art dt- 
sigaod to rcflaet fimlty sist, ^eoapoiitioa, rstc 
of frowtb, ud worido«d« Tbt inclnsioa of eoa« 
gisuat data frcaa year to ym win fadlitatt 
tread asalyvss as it rdatis to tba iastitatifms 
iarrohrod sad, irbsa poniblt, to eMsparabIt ia^^ 
itiiatfa mt. Tbc parpott of inchdigf dau oa 
afw faoalty aad faeolty t ur a o t tr is to protidt 
4 qaaatitasiTf base for discassjans of problems 
rtlatintf to faooltr rtermtsiiat sad rtt^tioa. It 
may also bt btne&cial to iadudt soms basic 
sutifues aboat tbt aTsilablf supply of faealiy 
to fte what proportioa of tbe market, aetr PhD *s 
for esasipie^ Califoraii iastiratioas birt erery 
year. 

S. SaioTf Dots ^ 
L Fiadbxss 

a. Tb« Unirersity for irvtral vears hai «• 
ebanftd salary data to proride s eoasistaat 
corsparison with a spe^al srro^p oi fivt ^'ea* 
icfiut" tmiTtrsi^es. ss well ss with a ^np- 
of nice public unirersitiet, Coov-ticly, the 
Califoraia State CoUeg?« hare not yet estab- 
lished s list of ccmparabie iasritmioas which 
is seotptable to tbesi^ 

b. Both the Uai^ersitr o£ California aad the 
Coordiaana; Coaacil for Hifher Education 
aiaiataia that salary comparisons to appro- 



priate iasdtatioas is tbt beat dagie attbod 
of dftsnakdaic salary Mtda. 

e. Tbt Uairvrs^ of Califoraia idao« hm sir* 
^^f^i^ oa salary eomp9seimxu witb aoa« 
e^^fifV tsploTaMit tiiaa tbt Oocadiaatias 
Condi oa Sifbtr SdaCTtioa assd tbt Cali* 
f ozaia Sute CoUagis. 

d* Salary ii^tasts ba^e btta pro p ottd oa the 
bsfeis of diStntttials b«€wtia t4^ eoa&ptnss* 
tioa (Miarits fsioct btatte) ia eosa* 
pttrtbk ias rirod oas, 

t. Botb tbt UalTtrsity aad tbt Califnraia State 
Colkvts bavo tsadtd to rtlatt tba sist of 
^opoosd salary iaersMos to bow aaob of aa 
iscrtaat raid bt atostry to fscara to s 
sp«iie eoaxpttittTv poaitioB r^siob tziscad ia 
1957-^ aad wbkb was asosaally advaa* 
tafsoaSp 

1 ^lary oossparisoas bate frtqatatiy bata 
a&adt to rarioas Irrtls ci teinWng iadadia; 
tkoitatary, bigb aebodl* aad jtmior ^lUtss 
aalarita. 

g. Httbods of salary eompar is oas witb oiber 
iastirraoBS ba^e variad from yaar to year ia 
rtporu prvparsd by tbt state eoHsges. 

2. Rtcoauatadatioas ^ ^ 

s. "^e rvmamead &at propostd^ietUiy salary 
increases distisigttisb bttweea: (1) iacrtasts 
ntt*t i s»ry to fre^rt* ^ the curraa t eompati* 
tire po^tioa aad (2) iaertasts to fcaprove 
the curreat cospttittTe pocitioiL. 

(1) Proposed iaereasas to aaiataiu tbe exist- 
iag eoapttitSTt poaitioa sboald eqarv* 
aieat to a projeotiea of th^prrerage 
salary reiatioasbip bttweta jLht Tnirer- 
fity, or state eoUagts. aad eossparable 
iastittEtloas daxiag tbt ear^t dscal 
year to tbe atrt fiscal year, e re^om- 
mead that this projedtioa be baaed oa s 
projteti(m of aetaal salary inereaies bf 
rank ia eo&parable iasdtatioas during 
the past fiTs ycara« peraurdng stadsdcal 
sdjastseats for tsaasa&l drcusistance&. 

. Thus the proposed iaerease to maintain 
the *>Ti*<i^g compttitiTe position would, 
ia effect be etjnai to the STcrage of as- 
aual salary increases in comparable 
iasritutioas dariag th« psr. years. A 
rtcord of the aecufiiicy of projections 
should be maiataiaed in an sppendix. 

(2) Recoaunendations to izaprore th« cur- 
r*3t competitive positions shouic be rf- 
Isied to tbe additional adv&ctagis ;o be 
derived- 

b. It is aiso recommeadcd that the Caliiomia 
State College Trustees select 4 list o: con- 
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psnblt Isstitetiinst withia tlu stst jns tod 
d»c ftfsrtsiusuai m a^ti^id to tseiitaft 
SftlATT' d&u la 4 form waich wiH faeiUtaga 
compw^Bs. 1. list oi tht arittm taed to 
s«lc«c eomptrtolf IsKittitiMai ptus ciu»e- 
ttdsdes oii t!^ Issttctuions ftkcstd^ should 
bo iaelttdod la nax fnr's rt port 
, Spodis propocaU ior iftUrf incmm shotild 
bo aoeoapftniod bf composiaou of ourrtac 
ulMTf ioooziQ 'ftsui histtdo trtads co eom* 
puftMo teftittttiotn, T!io foilowisf gtaoral 
priaoipitt $n iNNuidmd to bo impottaas : 
(1} Solftrr dmts fhMid bo sop&nttd irom 
frmfo bttl£e ftad spodAl bonofit dftt& 
for purpeotf of rtporting nl&xy edm- 
puiso&i, 

« 2) eontitttat iorsx ihoaid bo ostd 

fttr u» Twr XQ prtooac »iarr data, <^ 
sufs«st«d &rst mi|^€ bo co iEusmco % 
Sro-fttr blstu^ trtad ittra^ smL- , 
arito by tuuv a liM srapa for tacli 
raaie. JLa tiUraadTo laigits/bo a tabic 
vrhidx tdapif tbow% yriust Califomia 
ruvfcod asumf ed«p«nblo laatitaciQas 
danaf t2io pu$ fhro fiacs. 

T!» carrtn salarr poomoa sxigkc 
bo mastraftd bf showiair a liit of aiw« 
afo saiarioi oi tbo Califorais iaatitutioaj 
aad tho ocitor eompatabi| iaadtatioas 
iirom tbo bif^Mot to tbo lolncst aTtrast, 
bf rsak for tko laat uttxai and enrroat 
rears, Tbia irill sbow tiio rviatiro poai- 
dioa of tlu Califoraia iaatitatioa for tiio 
loss aotaal aad ctim^s Ttan, aa ^oil as 
tiio raafo of atoftfta. FrtqaMOf distri- 
boticas of faoaie^ bf rank or profmor 
should bo iaoorporaud la aa appoadis 
aad aslf lifaigcaat Usdtatioaa la tht 
txao of aTtragca btr^foi pardauiar 
institunoas la a prttx ftar thoaid bo 
aotfd. For tziQipLot &a oaaaaal proper* 
' tioa of faealtf La ^ hiqh raaks or tht 
low raaks wocdd ifset tho ouaparabEitf 
. of tbo aritbmttio' Tntint 

{21 Spfdal data to Olastrati a pardoular 
probUsi ia aaf frrtn rtar ^uid by 
appropriate ta loaf ts it sopploaaatif 
raUitr tliaa npiaeos, bacio salary data. 

d. Tuiallf, it 11 rtoomaicaded tbi^ saiarf dau 
^ bt rtportfd ia a iona bf raak ^hioii coapoa- 
sacts ioT diiftrtacts ia facoitf distnbatiozis. 

C Mfl^O 30rt«*M 

L Fiadiaja 

X. Tit didaitioa of irafs boaeSts f«aanUT 
iaciudts bc&tdts arailabit to ill faoaltf zh^t 
baro ,a dollar cost :o .t^ onploftr. B<Mitdt9 



aad sortiets ia !dad art eoimdtrtd to bo 
frtfift btaodtjii o&lf if a caaa^paftatat opcioa 
. is arailablo. Hodromtas aad hoalth ixms* 
aact, bf dtdaixioa, aro tho oalf rsro pro* 
Trasa coaaidorsd as friajt bt^dts bf cho 
tTsdronief of Camoraia asdr tho Califoraia 
State CoUofos. 
b. Comparisoas of irioft t^aodts. ^hta com* 
^ri^as hart booa aadt afi all^ havt goaor« 
al|r fma limited to tho ddXar coacribatioa 
bf tho tmplofa; aad haTt aot tadadod oaf 
aaalfais of thf qdaiicf of tlu btai^ to cho 
oaipiarit* ^ 

a. It Is rteooffitadod that fziaft btaodt coxa* 
parfaoBS of 7pt of boatflt bo iaoladod ia 
iaealtf lalarr rtports, but comparod sopa- 
rattlf trom salariaa* Soeh com^risoQa should 
laeiadt on aaalfxss of tho qaalicf of tho 
bo&iSta aa woU ^ tho doUar owe to :ho 
taipiofir* 

b. Proposala to isortasi sptci£e fria^ btttfltt 
should b% mado soparacolf frota lalagjaa, la* 
dud^sg aoparact coat oa ti asa to s/^ 

3. Coxaaiaata 

Soparan proposals for laortaati ia saiarioa aad 
''£sia9t boaaSta si^tUd bo sado to gilnhnfrt sai»- 
aadontaadlaf about compotititii potitioa. For 
tsampla, iaforsaadoa st^bmlttod to tholx 1963 
L^iahUEurt hf tho Tairinitf of Call:forma» ia 
suppm of a propoaod salaif iaertaao for 1^6^ 
$^ e^partd to^ comptaaaoaa data (salarie 
pi» Magff boao&ta) ratfaor thaa salarioa aloat. 
This Ttpott statod ia part: **Ia ooaicpanaf sai- 
arioa, fidboft boaodta muat bo takn iato ao- 
eouat Saiarf (sompariaoaa boctrta tho CaiYtr- 
Qthit iastitatioas basod oa nlarr 'Uons 
look far mors faroruhit thaa coaparisoas of 
salarlts pi^ bn^^is." Itaat farorahlo coa- 
parisoa wia Trizh Ma^ boaadts, oot saiarltt, 
chua tht rtpcre rocomattadtd a ttlarf- iaertaao 
largtir on tht basis of a diStrtaco ia &iaf« 
i^aodts. Although it ia itlt that eoaxpar^oa of 

/ total cpmpaaaatioa art appropriats iadtmoua ia 
a faonlt)^ saiarf rtport, such data should oolf 
bo ia additipa td rat&tr thaa ia plact of ^pa« 
rata aaalfsoa of tiit i^nxrtnt compttitiTt pwitioa 
ia salaries aad friagt btsodts* 

0, Torai Componscxtfon / 
1. Fladbga 

a. Total comptasation data coasista of a^tr^ 
saiarits plus a doilAr inouat r?pr«stntlag 
tht taiploftr's coat of iringt beatdta. 

b. Tht Coordlaatiaff Couacil for Hifhor Sdu- 
cation* Uia UaiTtrsitr of Callforaia aad tht 
CaiifQraia SUtt Coiltgta haTC- in tht psat all 
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UHd total comptMtriim dtts pr^Mnd ud 
publishtd br tht ^r^*H^r A»oci«tion of 

faeultjr saUrf rtpbm 

rcporttd tht 4intriimn AMoeUtioxi of TTii^ 
reports u t i^pitmcnt to stpamt saUtt lad 

1. FindlB^ 

Thm ire otlur fuul^ iixiriltfii aad tooaomie 
b«a^ti whwh tn sot (*Ti«f^M is fcisft bcB** 
fit! btQUM thtf miy Bdt be snilftU* to aU 
iMsaltr or St the dtf^tiat & isiap. b«aeftt 
is font M^tet Sstaqptai as tht TJs^iTtr- 
sit7 oZ Ciifftyrmt indadt «p^«b ofit^^^ tht 
eoR of 30Tis9 <sptnMS» Tteitiosa for U-moath 
tppoiaucs, tht wstrisf of soomidiBt tuitioa 
for UsolSf ddldns, obbtdol ksvtt with pay, 
»aA oth« qMtiUI aad aiek iM^ti with or irith* 
oxft psjr. 

2. Rteoaiatmiaticaa 

It is rteoxBstadad thsx a lias of spteial priri- 
Itfca'awi btaite bt dtfaad laad sammasits of 
rd at td polieits bt mdndtd ia, a spteial itenon 
ia fnnurt faonitT' salarf rtpOTts so that tht 
Lt^blatart mSX bt aware of what these 

Tht iaympca or tgtiblltlmaOTt of toat a£ thtw 
spteial p^iriltstt tsd btavfiti eoold impsort 
rtertdtisf sQeots toon thss tht tspmditsn of 
eompanhit imotznti ia.s&isrits.. Por simple, 
moTisg exptssts trt not egx tt nti r offtrsd 
:hi futf' eolltffii bat soxat allowssiet might 
simke the diStrtnet of whtthtr a jrotrng ctndi- . 
dAit from tht Stst eoold toetpt la &ppoizxt- 
mtnL If this trpt of btntSt ii propoted« i; m^ 
incindt idtqipitt co&troU. 

L Fiadiags 

4* The multiple lor&ltits eretsed ptrmittinf 
fieultr to stxppltmtnt their sxkries \sj eira- 
isf «str« ineomt from TsrioTis sotirees Within 
tad outside his coUtffe or UaiYtrdty is rec- 
ognised ss a probltm-^ommOB. to mstitmions 
of hifiier edues^iou throtighoTit the Uxxited 
Sutes. 

b. There sppmrentirl Mn proportioaaitir, more 
prirste cotatdtic^ opporraaitiis ic CAlifof- 



thu a other sre&s oi tht utioa. For 
esimpie, 51 perecnt oi the feder&l resttfch 
defense (Streets were concenmstd in Call* 
f oads dtihag X96S^ 

c* The UniressitT of Cdifomia hu,s«unl pol- 
icies designed to isnre that otxtsidt setirities 
do not inttrftre with UsiTtrsstT' rssponsibxli* 

. ties. If ootsidt tetivitits iattrfen with Uni* 
r^sHtr Ttspcmsfinlities, tht fiimltr mtmbtr 
2»tnn7 mnet take e lesTt of ebetsoe with* 
imt ptf misil sodi onci^ tfiCiTitiet tre oom^ 
pititd. Thett wpi& otto rdastd Uiil f cfslte 
poUeM were pnisid s 1956 Car^Legit- 
* Snsaeed mdj t^led Ufm^rsity Faculty 
Ccmpmsstum PoUeiu and Prtsctku. 

L Tht Coordinating Coundl' for SB'fiier Edn- 
ottiu TObtnitted crasrpta from nasioxnridt 
ssc^ef/reiatin; to tht magsxtnde of oocside 
aotiTitie&, We hire so w«t of dettfininin; 
how ^ data mty rtkte to Calif onaa, but if 
ti»e ignree are rtasosablt. then it appears 
^us probably a larse perisestase of jaenlt7 
hare at least oot sotzree of cser& iseomt, - 
Soorott of ineoae were reported are follows: 
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PtiUie Mrvtoi sad fewi&doe eoeeaiUac. 
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e. The United State Ofiet of Sducation has 
, ^ jns; completed a nationwide sample surrer 
of ontside earnings of colle^ facnitr for 
1961^-62. Aithongh data has not been pub-, 
lished ret, special permission has been re- 
ceived to report the loilowing results which 
art quoted from a letter sent to the L^ls« 
latire Analyst on December S. 1964 from the 
sraS of the California State CoUege Trustees : 

OUTSIDI EAANtNGS OF TtACHlSQ FAOJITY ON 
ACADEMIC YIAR CONTRACTS (9-10 MONTHS) 

The Office of Sdncatioa his just completed a 

nation-wide surrer of outside earaing? hy a samplir.? 
of sil coUetr facuitr uatioawide for 1961-62. The rf • 
stilts are as follows : 
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74 
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1^ 

. 900 

uoo 

1*400 
1,700 



Tlx* Iii^htft ftTcngv evai&fs by ttachioc ^4 ^ 
th€ peretnuge with ontiidt timingi irt ; 



Law fvkkk w«a« M tePth 
S»^ifriiiC — 



S3 
7S 

n 



2^ 
2.700 



Is light oi thB Joint Coixmiicttf diieiu^n roo zug^t 



T4 

T4 1*900 

74 1^ 

TS 1.300 



lUcommesdatioixs 

a. W« rtcomsMi^ that the Cooniipating Coun- 
cil lor Higher Edutttioa« die Unhrerfitr of 
Caiiforaim and the C&liiomia Sutt Cal^egts 
- eoopcrats La detenaixuzig the txttat to trhich 
faculty membtn ^partieipate is extra totiri- 
tiei tQ suppltmest dieir aise^month saloxiesi 
iacludipg informatiott is to "when ertra ac« 
liritie* are uinally perforsjed (such as 
tions. tic). Such activities ^voul'd iaciude, 
bur not be limited to, lecturing, general tnit- 
in;. summer tod estensipn teachings govera* 
3xent consulting, tcrtfaoob \rriting, private 
eoastilting^ public jsernee and foundauon 
conauitiag, and other professional activities. 
If such a stndr snggests that the magnitude 
oi th£ie aetirities is snch that the perform- 
ancf of normal Unirersity and state college 
responsibilities are perhaps being adrerseir 
adfected, then consideration shoold 'Se'Ti^en 



to tht pcffibilitv of maintaining n^ore com- 
plett and mtaninffni recorda. Soch records 
^oiild aid adsinistntire ofidais and aea- 
d^nic senates wh«n rerietring recommenda* 
tions for promotions apd salary increases 
and, pMvide sommarv data for reporting to 
tht , Legislature on these signiSeant facoltv 
weifare items. Xest year-s facul^ saUrr re* 
port of the Coordinating Council for Higher 
Edueation should incorporate the risulti of 
' this scudj. 

b. ^e alio recommend that esistiag state eol- 
lege policies and enforcement practices re*, 
garding ^3:tra employment be renewed and 
updated. 

c Finally^ it ia rectmunanded that faculty sal- 
ary reports keep the Legislature inforsied 
aboiit policies aiul practices relating to extra 
employment. 

3. Comments 

In our opinion^ it trotild seem that any es»j 
employment would a^eet the quality of per- 
fomianee of Unirerdty responsihilities since 
faculty surreys indicate that the average fic« 
ulty workweek is 54 boors. The time spent'on 
activities for extra compensation i except dur* 
ing the summer) would be pn top of what the 
faculty has defined as their average xrarirweek. 
Because^ in some instance, it is diSicul^ to de- 
termine whether a given income-produdng ac- 
tivity, such u writing a book, is considered a 
norsnal rniversity responsibility or an extra 
activity, distinctions betrrten normal at:d extra 
activities need to be more dearly dedned. 

Much of the outside compensation receiTtd 
by factilty comes in the form of granu made 
directly to the fiitculty member rnrher thiin 
through the rniversity ot colleges. There is no 
^ regular reporting of these srraats or the rxr- 
sonal eompensatiou which they provide to fac- 
ulty, and the colleges and Usiversity do not 
consider the rei^rting of such income to be 
feasible. It may be desirable. xo encourage the 
Congresa to direct that greater Dumber o£ 
grants msde by United States agencies for r?-* 
iearch be made directly to academic institu- 



tions. 
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Senate ConXurrent Resolution 51, 1965 General Session, Relative to 
- Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits 



WHEREAS, The Jolzit Legislative Bu3get Couanictee pursuant to 
Bouse Resolution No. 25^ 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had 
prapared and has adopters report of the Legls^tlve Analyst con- 
taining findings and recomnendations as to salaries and the general 
ecotuxtic welfare, includixxg fringe benefits , of faculty nembers of 
the California institutions of higher education; and 

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Cosimittee 
foxind that the raporting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has 
been made previoiisly to the Legislature has been fragmentary and 
has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the Legis- 
latixre*s consideration of the salary requests of the institutions 
of higher learning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and 

WHEREAS, The report recommends chat the Legislature and the 
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina- 
ting Council for Highe? Education, p|.us such supplementary informa- 
tion as the University of California and the California State 
Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive 
and consistently reported information as outlined specifically in 
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and 

WHEREAS, The reporting recommend^Asy the committee would include - 
essential data on the size acui composition of the faculty, the estab- 
lishment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty 
salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired fringe benefits, 
the oatura and extent of total . compensation to the faculty, special 
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of sup- 
plementary income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties 
and involve cost Implications, to the state now, therefore ^ be it^ 

Resclv&d b<j the Senate of the State of California, the Assemblt^^ 
thereof concurring , That the Coordinating Council f or^ Higher Educa- 
tion in cooperation with the- University of California and the Cali- 
fornia State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and the 
Legislature pat later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare 
benefits report containing the basic information recommended in the 
report of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the 
' President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under date 
of March 22, 1965. 
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CALIFdRNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION' COMMISSIOI^ 
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814 Telephone (916) 445-7933 

A state agency created in 1974 to assure the efCective utilization of pubJic 
postsecondary education resoui^ces , thereby eliminating waste and unnecessary 
duplication, and to promotSe diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to 
student and societal needs through statewide planning and CQoipdinatioa. 
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